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Preface

Senate Joint Resolution 57 of the 1990 Session directed JLARC to review the
organization and management of the Department of Education (DOE). Subsequently, a
major reorganization of the department was initiated by the new Superintendent of
Public Instruction, and the focus of JLARC's review shifted to the reorganization. This
report contains the staff findings and recommendations from a review of the reorganiza-
tion.

The reorganized DOE only began operating in March 1991. Therefore, conclu-
sions about how well the new department will function are premature. This report is
intended as a status update, and as an assessment of the formative stage of the new
department, one year after the effort to reorganize was initiated.

It was apparent that DOE's prior organization was in need of revitalization.
Many of the goals of the reorganization, such as reducing bureaucratic layers and
increasing the provision of services, are admirable. However, the quick reorganization
timetable, combined with the enormous scale of change that was attempted, has created
some potentially serious management and organization problems.

Current problems are caused, in large part, by (1) a rushed reorganization
process, which included a competitive hiring effort that appears excessive in scope
(raising some important questions about employee protections under the Personnel Act),
and (2) a lack of detailed forethought, planning, and communication about how the new
organization is to function. The stress of the competitive hiring process, and the lack of
clarity in management's explanations of how the new department is to work, appear to
have seriously eroded employee confidence and morale in the new organization.

The new DOE is still in a process of transition, and it is understood that it will
take time to rebuild employee morale and to fully develop new work practices. There are
concerns, however, about some of the new operational practices the department intends
to use, such as the methods for project work selection and management, and the scale of
team operations. We hope that the findings and recommendations of this report will help
the department make some corrections in order to successfully meet its reorganization
goals.

On behalf of the JLARC staff, I would like to express our appreciation for the
cooperation and assistance provided by the Superintendent of Public Instruction, Dr.
Joseph Spagnolo, and by the Department of Education staff during the course of this
review.

Philip A. Leone
Director

September 5, 1991
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The Virginia Department of Education
(DOE) is the State agency which conducts
administrative, supervisory, and assistance
activities to support public elementary and
secondary educationin the Commonwealth.
The department assists the Governor’s of-
fice, the State Board of Education, and the
General Assembly in meeting their policy
objectives and the State’s constitutional re-
quirements. The Superintendent of Public

tnstruction functions as the agency head of
the department.

JLARC staff were directed by Senate
Joint Resolution 57 of the 1990 Session to
review the organization and management of
the Department of Education. In September
of 1990, the Superintendent of Public in-
struction presented a major plan to reorga-
nize the department. Because the depart-
ment was to be reorganized, the focus of
JLARC's review shifted to the reorganiza-
tion plan and process.

The scope of the DOE reorganizationis
without recent precedent in Virginia State
government. Of the agency’s 453 classified
positions, 288 {64 percent) were abolished.
There were 228 new positions created, for
which department employees had to apply
and compete in an open recruitment pro-
cess. The agency laid off 58 classified
employees upon completion of the competi-
tive hiring process. In the new organization,
management initiated an effort to shift most
of the department’s work from performance
by individual assignments to performance
by multi-disciplinary project teams.

The department completed its reorga-
nization hiring and layoff process in March
1991. This report is a review of the
department’sreorganization process, as well
as the early stages of the new department'’s
operations. As of the completion of this
report, the department is still making the
transition to its new processes and intended
methods of operation. The report therefore
identifies early indications of issues that the
new department will need to address. Itis
toosoontoreach conclusions aboutwhether
the reorganization will work.

There are three majorfindings thathave
resuited from JLARC's review of the reorga-
nization. First, the competitive hiring pro-



cess used by the department hindered the
reorganization and the effectiveness of
agency operations after the reorganization.
The process also raises concerns about the
future of employee protections under State
personnel policies.

Second, there are some significant con-
cerns about DOE’s new operations. These
concerns include:

* low employee morale and trust
in management

» an inefficient method for assignment
of projects

« the complexity of team operations

* lack of an employee evaluation
system

» staffing allocations

«» effectiveness of the new service
delivery system

» lack of overall focus and planning

« lack of information about daily
operations at the department

Third, the reorganization may have im-
plications for the educational accountability
of both school divisions and the department.
The department intends to focus on out-
come accountability and to reduce its com-
pliance role. The General Assembly may
wishto considerthe effects of these changes
on the ability of the State and school divi-
sions to meet constitutional requirements,
such as the Standards of Quality (SOQ).
There is also a need for the department to
further define its mission, and make clearer
what it intends to accomplish. These ac-
tions would allow State policy-makers to
understand, respond, and possibly redirect
the department’'s plans where necessary.
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They would also allow the department to be
held accountable.

Reorganization Process
Not Adequately Planned

The reorganization process was not
adequately planned. The reorganization
involved a major competitive hiring process
that traumatized employees but, in the end,
brought little change to department person-
nel, while placing the future of employee
protections in doubt. Additionally, reorgani-
zation cost savings were low.

Agency planning was inadequate to
prepare for the radical changes intended.
For example, the Department of Personnel
and Training and the DOE human resource
director were minimally involved prior to the
announcement of the reorganization pro-
posal. Consequently, DOE management
was not prepared to explain the mechanism
for the personnel changes to employees
after the announcement of the reorganiza-
tion plan. Further, the department con-
ducted the reorganization without a com-
plete analysis of agency functions. In fact,
almost a year after the intent to reorganize
was announced, the department was still in
the process of completing an assessment of
the former agency’s functions. Moreover,
the approach taken to reorganizing was a
high-risk approach, as key agency work
processes were not pilot-tested at the de-
partment before the changes were made
agency-wide.

A related concern is the extent to which
the competitive hiring process was used to
reorganize. A substantial number of posi-
tions were advertised that had similar coun-
terparts in the former organization. Also, the
competitive hiring process, as well as the
rationales that were offered for that process,
appear to be inconsistent with the objectives
of State personnel policies. These policies
indicate that employees affected by a reor-
ganization should be affected in order of



seniority. The conduct of the reorganization
remained within the technical provisions of
these personnelpolicies. However, the meth-
odology used raises concerns about the
future of public employee protections within
the State personnel system.

It appears the department could and
should have accomplished its reorganiza-
tion objectives by creating and advertising
only positions that truly represented areas of
expertise for which the agency did not al-
ready have qualified employees. The exten-
sive competitive process cost the organiza-
tion substantial time and effort that could
have been devoted to developing and pilot-
ing planned work processes, and communi-
cating plannedprocesses to employees and
local schoot divisions. 1t also cost the good
willof many organization employees, atleast
for the time being, as indicated by survey
data from employees in May of 1991.

The process was highly stressful for
employees. Further, the process did not
result in a substantial change in the compo-
sition of personnel in the agency. Many
positions were only advertised for one week.
In the new organization, 89 percent of the
positions of the new DOE were filled by
employees of the former department.

inthe end, the reorganization saved the
State approximately $530,000 or about 2.6
percent of the personnel costs of the former
agency. By comparison, total compensa-
tion for the 58 laid-off employees was
$2,234,588 or approximately 11 percent of
agency personnel costs. Cost savings from
the layoffs and from attrition were offsetto a
substantial extent by factors such as the
hiring of some positions from outside of the
agency, salary increases to some of the
employees hired back from the former DOE,
and funding to establish a university consor-
tium.

Recommendation. The Department
of Personnel and Training should develop a
comprehensive policy on agency reorgan-
zations, to require detailed implementation
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plans and more stringent criteria for what
constitutes a “‘new” position.

Recommendation. The General As-
sembly may wish to evaluate current poli-
cies relatedto agency-wide reclassifications
of positions to ensure that such policies are
comprehensive and consistent with the in-
tent of the State Personnel Act.

Eventual Success of New
Department Still Uncertain

Although some of the changes made to
the formerdepartment are supported in con-
cept, such as increasing the use of teams to
perform the work, a large degree of uncer-
tainty exists about whether the operations of
the new department will prove successful.
Eight concerns have surfaced with regard to
some key aspects of the new organization
that require immediate management atten-
tion.

Employee Morale. The first concern
involves the status of employee morale.
Employee morale is an important factor fora
number of reasons. Positive employee
morale is important to the effectiveness of
an organization, because it can affect job
commitment, performance, productivity, and
motivation. In contrast, poor morale over a
long period of time can iead to increased
turnover, absenteeism, lateness, low pro-
ductivity, and low performance.

Data from DOE employees in May of
1991 indicated substantial morale problems.
Only 10 percent of employees agreed with
the statement that agency morale is good,
and only 12 percent agreed with the state-
ment that employee trust in management is
good. Further, only 14 percent agreed with
the statement that employees believe the
new organizational structure will function as
intended, and only 34 percent agreed that
the new organization is advancing toward
the objective of minimizing bureaucracy. Of
approximately 250 open-ended employee
comments received on the surveys, about




10 percent were essentially favorable and
about 90 percent essentially unfavorable to
the reorganization.

Project Selection. The second concern
relates to the viability of the agency’s new
method for the selection of agency projects,
the internal RFP (request for proposal) pro-
cess. The purpose of the process is to
enable department management to have
control over project work selection in the
agency and to stimulate the development of
alternative, creative project proposals. The
department’s goal is to perform 75 to 80
percent of agency work through the RFP
process.

However, the process is still unproven,
appears inefficient, and may operate prob-
lematically on the scale the department con-
templates. The process is lengthy, and can
take a minimum of four to seven weeks
before project development can begin. In
addition, the process seems unnecessary
for many mandated, technically specific, or
small-scale projects. it can cause counter-
productive internal competition and create
duplication of effort. The financial incentive
that is inherent to an external RFP concept
in the private sector is lacking, so there is
concern about the amount of participation
on important but relatively uninteresting as-
signments.

Team Qperations. The third concern
about the reorganized department is the
viability of DOE’s intended approach to team
operations. While multi-disciplinary team-
based operations are supported for some
applications, there are concerns about the
complexity of managing team operations on
the scale that DOE proposes. DOE hasover
140 RFPs identifying potential project team
work, and many more projects may be de-
veloped to handle on-going agency func-
tions covered by the former department. it
appears that management is seeking to
impose upon most divisions an unproven
notion that approximately 75 to 80 percent of
agency work should be team-based work.
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By seeking an immediate as opposed
to evolutionary approach to the use of teams
at the department, there are concerns that
management may impose team processes
upon work activities that may be more ap-
propriate for individual assignment, and the
agency may become overloaded with
projects with limited ability to respond to new
concerns. An agency financial accounting
system to provide cost accountability at the
project tevel has not yet been developed;
and monitoring that data may be an enor-
mous task. There are concerns that large
numbers of teams may lead to poor internal
agency communications, duplication inwork
activities, and a potential loss of the big
picture. There are also concerns about the
difficulty teams may have in scheduling
meetings.

Employee Performance Evaluations. A
fourth concern involves employee perfor-
mance evaluations. Although the depart-
mentintends to have anew employee evalu-
ation system by the fall of 1991, no such
system was developed or in use at the time
ofthisreview. Managementhasbeen aware
of this need for many months, but gave
inadequate attention to addressing the is-
sue. Until a system is in place, employees
will be involved on many different projects
and work for different division chiefs, without
an idea of how their overall performance will
be assessed.

Staffing Allocations. There is also con-
cern about whether the new DOE staff have
been appropriately allocated across the
agency. Current staffing allocations are
based on rough estimates by the manage-
ment team for the reorganization. There are
concerns about staffing allocations, such as
in vocational education, teacher certifica-
tion, and clerical work. The department
needs to collect time allocation records and
other information necessary to provide a
systematic means to measure andreassess
staffing levels.




Servicesto Local School Divisions. The

sixth concern about the new operations of
the department is whether the new system
for providing services to the school divisions
is viable. Thedepartmenthas created afield
service representative position to provide a
link between the department and the school
divisions. The field service representative is
to serve as a broker of services from the
department to the school divisions.

The major concern about this arrange-
ment is whether it will be adequate. With
one representative and one half-time secre-
tary per office, it may be difficult for field
representatives to be both highly accessible
and spend substantial time in school visita-
tion, as they indicate they want to do. In
some of the larger regions, there is a con-
cern that the representatives could be over-
whelmedwith requests. Since all other DOE
staff are located in Richmond, it may be
difficult for DOE staff to provide adequate
support — in terms of customized, on-site
assistance — in response to needs identi-
fied by the field service representatives.
Travel time and costs could potentially mini-
mize staff presence in the field or be ineffi-
cient.

Agency Planning and Priorities. The
seventh concern about DOE operations is
whether DOE has an appropriate method in
place to guide management decision-mak-
ing in selecting projects. The department
plans to rely upon the submission of “IDEA”
papers to determine the content of most
agency work. This system means that
agency work is defined on an ad-hoc basis
— and not by leadership, goals, and strat-
egy. Instead of advance planning, the de-
partment intends to let its clients and staff
know what its priorities are, as well as what
work will be done, on a case-by-case man-
agementreview. As aresult,itappears that
DOE will lack a planned focus. Conse-
quently, the department will lack a compre-
hensive strategy; management will nothave
aroadmap for decision-making; there wiltbe

substantial potential for duplication, misallo-
cation of resources, or the overiooking of
important activities; and employee ability to
understand the new DOE and to perform
may be impaired.

Lack of Information. The final concern
aboutthe new DOE is the lack of information
for employees about daily operations. Inthe
May 1991 employee survey, DOE employ-
ees indicated that they understand the con-
cepts behind the new work processes, but
are uncertain as to how management ex-
pects those concepts to transiate to their
work, or to many of the agency’s responsi-
bilities. Reasons for a lack of clarity are that
the job descriptions of the new agency are
vague about the work expected; final deci-
sions have not been made as to what and
how on-going functions will be performed,;
the new operations have notbeen explained
at a detailed level; and performance expec-
tations are unclear.

JLARC staff developed several recom-
mendationsto addressthese concerns. The
following summarize some of the major rec-
ommendations.

Recommendation. The Department
of Education should sharply curb its use of
the RFP process, until a thorough analysis
ofthe process to date has been performed to
determine if and when its use is appropriate
for internal agency operations.

Recommendation. The DOE internal
audit should monitor the management of
projects, team-based operations, and other
daily work processes. Information should
be provided to the Superintendent on an
ongoing basis.

Recommendation. The department
should immediately develop an employee
performance evaluation system. The sys-
tem should accommodate the uniqueness
of different positions and units.

Recommendation. The department
should develop a system for manpower plan-
ning. Staffing levels in some areas of the
new organization need to be reevaluated.



Recommendation. After a reason-
able period of time, the department should
reassess and evaluate the staffing level and
operations of the regional field service rep-
resentative program. If the provision of
customized on-site assistance in the south-
west portion of the State is a problem due to
travel costs, then DOE may want to consider
a regional satellite office to be staffed with
specialists.

Recommendation. Based upon an
assessment of potential workload, DOE
should develop clear goals, objectives and
strategies for the agency and each func-
tional (division) area and should involve
DOE staff in the process.

Recommendation. The department
should develop a detailed implementation
plan explaining how the reorganized agency
will operate. The plan should not just con-
tain a vision of how the agency will function,
but should include operational procedures
which outline what work will be performed
and how the agency will carry out all of its
work and help the State meet constitutional
responsibilities. The department should
present a summary of this plan to the Gen-
eral Assembly standing committees on edu-
cation before the 1992 session.

Concerns About Education
Accountability

The reorganization of the Department
of Education is intended to affect the way
both the department and local schoot divi-
sions conduct the business of education.
The changes that have been implemented
or are being considered raise some issues
about the accountability of school divisions
and the department.

First, it is not clear whether DOE's cur-
rent activities are sufficient to ensure com-
pliance with State standards (the Standards
of Quality, or SOQ, and the Standards of
Accreditation, or SOA). The new depart-
ment has effected a change, originally an-
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nounced by the interim Superintendent, to
eliminate on-site monitoring of SOQ and
accreditation items. The department has
reduced accreditation staffing levels, and
has eliminated administrative reviews for
SOQ and SOA items. The resultisthattoa
greater degree than in the past, compliance
with SOQ and SOA is largely a paper certi-
fication process, with no systematic on-site
reviews by the State.

The second issue relates to the role of
input standards and outcome indicators in
holding school divisions accountable. The
department intends to shift the focus of
school division accountability to outcomes.
However, while significant work has been
done for and by the department on outcome
indicators, a comprehensive system of out-
come accountability will not be ready for
several years. ltis therefore premature, and
may not be ultimately desirable, to phase
out input standards, such as required pupil-
teacher ratios.

The report of the Governor’'s Commis-
sion on Educational Opportunity, as well as
department staff remarks to the Board of
Education in the spring of 1991, supported
an objective of working toward a phase-out
of input standards — making inputs sug-
gested guidelines rather than standards. In
its response to this JLARC report, DOE
indicates that it intends to advocate keeping
those input standards that have a demon-
strated relationship to outcomes (student
performance). The departmentstill needsto
consider that some input standards, even if
not proven to relate to outcome test scores,
may be valuable for other reasons. An
obvious example is pupil-teacher ratios in
vocational educationintended for satety rea-
sons. The department needs to develop a
balanced accountability approach.

Finally, the new DOE mission state-
ment, calling for improving the delivery of
services and increasing student learning, is
still vague, and needs additional clarification
if DOE is to be held accountable.



With regard to improving the delivery of
services, local school division satisfaction
levels willbe afunction of timeliness, quality,
and extent of service. DOE’s RFP process
appears to represent a willingness of DOE
management to reduce the timeliness and
extent of what DOE does in exchange for
work of higher quality. The department's
approach to assessing its delivery of ser-
vices is to examine the outcomes of its RFP
projects. While this approach may address
the quality of individual projects, it does not
appearadequate to address the overall trade-
offs that may exist between quality, timeli-
ness, and extent of service.

With regard to increasing studentlearn-
ing, DOE needs a comprehensive, unified
plan for explaining how it will go about meet-
ing this part of its mission. The department
still has not addressed many questions,
such as: Based on a client assessment,
what are the types of assistance from the
new department that are most commonly
needed? How much of the need for assis-
tance can DOE meet through its resources?
What are the criteria, or under what condi-
tions (when, where, and how) wili DOE pro-
vide assistance? Is the program of pilot
school experiments DOE proposes a cen-
terpiece of its plan for increasing student
learning, or only one of many activities?

DOE should address these types of ques-
tions, and be held accountable for accom-
plishing its mission based on objective crite-
ria and data.

Recommendation. The Department
of Education should report to the 1992 ses-
sion of the General Assembly on the steps it
will take to verify the self-reported local
school division data submitted for the SOQ
and accreditation process. The Board of
Education should determine whether the
department’s compliance activities and ca-
pabilities are sufficient to meet its constitu-
tional and statutory requirements.

Recommendation. DOE should de-
velop a balanced and comprehensive ap-
proach to local school division accountabil-
ity. The department should fully consider
the relationship of inputs to outcomes, and
the need to retain or increase certain input
standards.

Recommendation. The General As-
sembly may wish to direct a review of the
reorganized department in approximately
two years, to assess items such as: (1)
achievement of the department’s mission,
(2) local school divisions’ satisfaction with
the new DOE's provision of services, and (3)
whether student learning is being affected
by DOE activities.
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I. Introduction

The Virginia Department of Education (DOE) conducts administrative, assis-
tance, and supervisory activities to support public elementary and secondary education
in the Commonwealth. The department has evolved since 1870 as staff support for the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, who functions as the agency head for the depart-
ment. The department assists the Governor’s office, the State Board of Education, and
the General Assembly in meeting their policy objectives and the State’s constitutional
requirements for public education.

JLARC staff were directed by Senate Joint Resolution 57 of the 1990 session to
review the organization and management of the Department of Education. However, in
September of 1990, the Superintendent of Public Instruction presented to the Board of
Education a major plan to reorganize the department. Because the department was to
be reorganized, the focus of JLARC’s study was revised by the Commission at its
September 1990 meeting. The revised study was to assess the reorganization plan and
the reorganization process. This report, the fourth and final JLARC report in a series on
elementary and secondary education, addresses the DOE reorganization.

DOE BEFORE THE REORGANIZATION

Within State government, there is a three-part structure to help carry out the
mandate for free public education for all children — the State Board of Education, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and the Department of Education. The depart-
ment assists the Superintendent with the discharge of responsibilities assigned by the
General Assembly and the Board of Education.

DOE’s Prior Mission and Major Activities

While there is no general enabling statute to broadly define DOE’s mission, the
department developed a general mission statement of its own. A 1982 statement
identified the following mission of the agency:

Under the authority of the Constitution and laws of Virginia and
regulations of the Board of Education, the Department of Education
shall provide leadership and supervision in the administration of a
system of quality education appropriate to the needs of individual
students.

DOFE’s budget proposal for 1990-92 provides an overview of the department’s
major activities prior to the reorganization. Major activities enumerated by the
department included:



¢ distributing State funds appropriated by the General Assembly,

e providing “educational assistance to the State’s school divisions to ensure
that each locality makes available... a free and appropriate education”,

* supervising “local compliance with requirements set forth in the
state-mandated Standards of Quality for the public schools”,

* assisting in teacher training and preparation, licensure and
recertification, and professional development,

* engaging in “numerous research activities” and administering
an annual State testing program,

* establishing accreditation standards for elementary and secondary schools
and providing assistance to schools in complying with these standards.

DOFE"’

Prior to the reorganization, DOE was organized in a traditional, bureaucratic
manner, consisting of a number of organizational layers. The Superintendent of Public
Instruction was the head of the agency. A director of community relations, a director of
internal audit, a deputy superintendent of compliance and field services, and an associate
superintendent of financial and support services reported to the Superintendent of
Public Instruction. The latter three senior officials headed the three major groupings of
DOE’s prior organizational structure. The three major groupings were: compliance and
field services, curriculum and instruction, and financial and support services. DOE’s
representations of these three groupings in its previous organizational chart are shown
in Figures 1, 2, and 3 respectively.

The compliance and field services grouping performed activities such as assess-
ments of whether local school divisions were meeting standards, teacher certification,
and research and testing. Curriculum and instruction, by far the largest grouping,
performed activities such as technical assistance in various disciplines, and the admin-
istration of new programs orinitiatives. Financial and support services consisted of units
necessary tomaintain DOE as an organization (budgeting, accounting, internal materiel
management), and units that had both compliance and technical assistance tasks (pupil
transportation, school food services).

ENVIRONMENT FOR CHANGE AT DOE

One of the factors that helped create an environment for change at the
department was a consultant study by Price Watérhouse. Price Waterhouse reviewed
the Board of Education and the Department of Education, and completed a report in



Figure 1

DOE Organizational Structure Prior to tne Reorganization:
Compliance and Field Services
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Figure 2
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December 1989. The purpose of the
study, as identified in the written
report, was “to identify improved de-

Figure 3
DOE Organizational Structure

cision-making processes, manage-
ment practices, and organizational
frameworks.” The report indicated
that DOE had problems related to
organizational design, technical as-
sistance, and research capabilities,
and it provided recommendations to
address those problems.
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Source: DOE Organizational chart, as revised in
January of 1989 (DOE graphic).

Technical Assistan rien

Inexamining the technical assistance provided by DOE staff, Price Waterhouse
noted that DOE personnel provided less on-site assistance than was needed and desired
by local school divisions. This was attributed in part to the fact that supervisory
personnel within DOE had made “a conscious decision ... to de-emphasize direct field



contactin an effort toreach a broader audience (and thus be more efficient).” Local school
division personnel, however, indicated to Price Waterhouse staff that specific technical
assistance provided directly to their divisions was the most beneficial assistance DOE
provided.

The Price Waterhouse report concluded that more customized, on-site assis-
tance should be provided to local school divisions. It was recommended that DOE staff
coordinate and facilitate the provision of technical assistance rather than provide the
assistance directly. Teams of local practitioners and experts within higher education
institutions were suggested as one way this could be accomplished.

R h Capabilities Needed to be Exl 1

The Price Waterhouse study also found that DOE possessed a “very small
research capability ... with respect to policy issues, ‘best practices’ types of information
gathering, or adatacollection point for usein a variety of analyses.” Further, noclassified
staff within DOE were responsible for these functions on an ongoing basis. Thus the
research conducted was highly decentralized, resulting in a need for numerous ad-hoc
research efforts to answer specific questions.

The Price Waterhouse report recommended establishing planning, policy analy-
sis, and evaluation functions within DOE. The report also noted that DOE’s automated
data systems capability would need to be enhanced to handle increased data needs.

DOE’S NEW MISSION AND ORGANIZATION

The scope of the DOE reorganization is without recent precedent in Virginia
State government. Of the agency’s 453 classified positions, 288 (64 percent) were
abolished. There were 228 new positions created, for which department employees had
to apply and compete in an open recruitment process. The agency laid off 58 classified
employees upon completion of the competitive hiring process. In the end, 89 percent of
the employees in the new department were employees of the former department. In the
new organization, managementinitiated an effort to shift most of the department’s work
from individual assignments to multi-disciplinary project teams, formed by managers
who compete internally for the work.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction first presented the plan for reorganiz-
ing the Department of Education to the Board of Education on September 5, 1990, and
described the plan as a “radical departure” from the previous organization. The
reorganization was planned for completion by January 1, 1991, but was actually
completed on March 8, 1991 (Figure 4).



Figure 4
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The new mission statement of DOE is as follows:

All persons who are responsible for education must ensure that all
children receive the learning experiences necessary for growth and
adaptation in a changing world. To that end, the mission of the
Department of Education in conjunction with the Board of Education,
is to improve the delivery of essential education services and to
increase student learning and achievement.

The intent of the new mission statement was to establish and clarify the
priorities of the department. In contrast to the former mission statement, the new
mission statement deemphasizes the legal and regulatory environment in which the
department has operated. Also, the new mission statement uses the concepts of
improving the “delivery of essential services” and increasing “student learning and
achievement.” The former mission statement was broader, referring to “leadership and
supervision in the administration of a system of quality education.”

The change in the mission statement was a reflection of the philosophy of the
new Superintendent. It was the Superintendent’s desire to deemphasize regulations and
standards, increase service provision, and focus on improving and measuring outcomes,
such as student learning and achievement. A goal of the reorganization was to better
structure the department to address its new mission.

r ffi nd Experti

In the new DOE, the established chains of command consist of four levels,
compared to the former DOE’s agency-wide average of 6.4 (the range in the former DOE
had been from four to eight). Under the new organizational design, there are four
formally established levels (Superintendent, deputy superintendent, division chief, and
team members), with a fifth informal level created once project teams are formed (project
teams have a designated team leader, as well as team members).

Under DOE management’s objectives for the reorganization, the agency’s
“structure” is intended to matter much less than in a traditional organization. Specifi-
cally, the deputy superintendent branches and the divisions under them are viewed by
management as largely providing reporting relationships within the organization for
administrative purposes. Most of the work is to be conducted by multi-disciplinary
teams, the formation of which cut across structural divisions. Employees may work on
several multi-disciplinary team projects, each of which may have been awarded to and
may be the responsibility of different division chiefs.

Staffing levels of the new organization are also lower than in the former
department. On July 1, 1991, the department’s maximum employment level (MEL)
permitted by law was 451, and the department had 424 filled positions. The new
department will have a maximum employment level of431, and plans to operate with 394



positions. Staffing reductions mostly occurred in administrative support (secretarial)
staff and in vocational education staff. The new agency’s staff expertise otherwise
appears to be similar to the former DOE, except that new expertise is being added in
policy development and research, as recommended by the Price Waterhouse study.

Figure 5 shows the formally established levels of the new organization. There
are three deputy superintendent branches and ten division chiefs.

The Student Services branch currently houses three divisions, 87 professional
staff, and 22 administrative support staff. In the Student Services branch, staff have
experience in the provision of services pertaining directly to student learning. Many of
the staff in this branch have specific educational program or discipline expertise. An
objective of the new organization is to involve the staff of this branch heavily in on-site
service provision. The three divisions in the branch are defined based on developmental
stages of children: early childhood, pre-adolescent, and adolescent.

The Research, Policy Development, and Information Systems branch currently
houses four divisions, 42 professional staff, and 14 administrative support staff. The
branch provides the agency with its largest concentration of staff with experience in the
development and use of information. Staffin this branch have experience in areas such
as working with computers and automated data (the Information Systems division)},
conducting research (the Research and Evaluation division), developing tests to assess
student learning (the Assessment division), and considering educational policy issues
(the Policy and Planning division). An objective of the new organization is to utilize the
staff of this branch to identify educational practices that work, so those practices can be
disseminated and student learning can be improved.

The Administrative Services branch currently houses three divisions, 126
professional staff, and 32 administrative support staff. The branch provides the agency
with its largest concentration of staff with experience in administrative activities, such
as administering funding or checking for local compliance with federal or State regula-
tions. Staffin this branch have expertise in several areas, such as accounting, budget,
school facilities, pupil transportation, school food, regional services, and compliance
issues. An objective of the new organization is to use this branch to maintain organiza-
tional administrative needs, while reducing compliance work and involving the staff of
this branch more in student learning issues.

Table 1 shows the budgeted amount and proportion of staff, and budgeted
personnel costs, of the Superintendent’s Office, the deputy superintendent branches, and
the divisions. As the table indicates, the largest proportion of staffing (41.5 percent) is
in the Administrative Services branch. The second largest branchis the Student Services
branch, with 30 percent of agency staff. The smallest branch is Research, Policy
Development and Information Systems, with 18.8 percent of agency staff. With respect
to the payment of the agency’s estimated personnel costs of $19.3 million, it is estimated
that State general funds will pay for $13.5 million (almost 70 percent), and federal funds
are estimated to pay for $5.8 million (about 30 percent). The central office operating
budget for FY 1992 is $23,265,496.



Figure 5

DOE Branches and Divisions
Under the New Organization
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Department management is currently working on dividing the functions of the
agency between those which will be provided by staff on an inter-division team basis, and
those which will be assigned to the staff of particular branches and divisions. The
department aims to have most work carried out through inter-division team work. The
following two sections describe the process for the formation of inter-division teams, and
overviews some of the likely activities of DOE divisions, to be performed through project

work and by divisional assignment.

Early in the reorganization, the Superintendent expressed an enthusiasm for

r Pr

1 (RFP) and Team Pr

a DOE role as a consultant to school divisions. To develop a mechanism for providing
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Table 1

Budgeted Staffing and Personnel Costs
in the New Organization

Number of Proportion Estimated

Positions of Positions Personnel Costs*

Superintendent’s Office 34 8.7% $ 1,699,065
Student Services Branch 118 30.0% $ 6,211,406
- Early Childhood 30 7.6 1,565,532
- Pre-Adolescent 40 10.2 1,996,266
- Adolescent 48 12.2 2,649,608
Research, Policy Development
and Information Systems Branch 74 18.8% $ 3,735,150
- Research and Evaluation 16 4.1 856,974
- Policy and Planning 15 3.8 751,333
- Assessment and Testing 14 3.6 759,648
- Information Systems 29 7.4 1,367,195
Administrative Services Branch 163 41.5% $ 7,561,431
- Support 90 22.9 3,840,823
- Compliance / Coordination 31 79 1,401,042
- Regional Services 23 5.9 1,341,212
- Adult Education™** 19 4.8 978,354
Clerical Pool*** 4 1.0% $ 106,339
Agency Totals 393 100.0% $19,313,391

*Includes salary and fringe benefit costs.

**Adult education staff are currently housed in the compliance/coordination division but are separately
identified.

***A clerical pool of four FTEs has been created to work in areas experiencing heavy workload demands.

Source: Data from the Department of Education’s Budget Office, March 1991.
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consulting services, as well as for research and other project work, DOE is making
adaptations from the request for proposal (RFP) approach that is typically used to obtain
the help of consultants. The “RFP” in the consulting world is a written statement by a
client specifically identifying the work that is needed, and requesting proposals from
various consultants as to how they would conduct the work and what it would cost. The
client awards a contract on a competitive basis to the consultant whose submitted
proposal suits the client best, based on factors such as cost and quality.

DOE’s RFP Process. DOE’s version of an RFP process begins with an idea paper
(see Figure 6). Anyoneinterested in generating a project that they think the department
should do can write an idea paper and submit it to the department’s management. Idea
papers are intended to originate from the local schools, department employees, or
department management based on a perceived need. The department’s top management
expects to meet weekly to review the idea papers, and vote on those which they believe
should become projects based upon needs and resources available. In some cases, an idea
paper will be submitted only to one deputy, who then may elect to develop it into an RFP
and submit it to the management team for discussion.

Once an 1dea has been selected by management, an RFP is written (see Figure
7). RFPs are posted typically once a week, listing a deadline date for the response. The
division chiefs typically have one to two weeks to respond to an RFP, though it may vary
by project. The division chiefs compete against one another for the right to do the project
through written proposals. Top management reviews the various proposals, and selects
the best or most appropriate proposal.

Division chiefs respond to RFPs by researching the topic area, consulting with
DOE staff with expertise in the area (called a project response team in Figure 7), and
writing a proposal as to how the work will be performed. A proposal is to be a concept
paper, limited to two or three pages, that describes an approach to the problem. A
proposal is to include items such as: a summary of the proposed approach, implementa-
tion methodology, proposed deliverables, timelines, budget, list of stakeholders, and an

evaluation plan.

Management has the perogative to negotiate modifications of an awarded RFP
proposal, such as including ideas not found in the proposal which received the award.
Once a proposal is accepted, the RFP process is technically complete, and project

implementation begins.

The RFP process is a method for identifying the need for project work, and for
forming teams to perform that work. Under the plans of DOE management, the process
will be central to the management and operations of the new department. The process
is intended to establish an internal system of control, whereby management can set the
priorities for what, where, when, and how the resources of the department should be
used. By using the RFP process, department management hopes to keep the agency
focused on priority work. While the department may do fewer projects, it is expected by
DOE management that the RFP process will help the department do projects of improved
quality. The department hopes to be able to generate more creative responses to school

12
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Figure 6
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Figure 7

Proposal Development and Selection Process
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division needs, and to enable employees through a self-selection process to participate on
projects that really interest them.

DOQE Team Processes. Once the RFP is awarded, the division chief awarded the
RFP forms a “project implementation team.” Members of the team may come from any
division in the department. Employees interested in the project may approach the
division chief and request to be on the team, but selection from those who are interested
is the division chief’s decision. Also, the division chiefs may recruit any staff members;
however, under DOE’s plan, a staff member has the option to elect not to work on the
project. A division chief may choose to recruit project participants who are outside of
DOE, such as a local school specialist. For example, the project team for a study of “school
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choice” was proposed to consist of six DOE employees from four different divisions (policy
and planning, early childhood, regional services, and support), and a local school division
representative. Team sizes may vary according to the needs and type of project.

The project implementation team initially works on a more detailed plan for how
the study will be completed. According to DOE, “changes may be recommended by the
management group at any time prior to final approval of the work plan and budget.” The
workplan includes an identification of a team leader and the team members “who agree
to make a significant contribution to the project.” Division chiefs have indicated that
sometimes they may select the team leader, and in other cases may leave the decision to
the team. The team leader of the project is responsible for managing the day-to-day
activities outlined in the project, and keeps the division chief informed of the progress
made. The degree to which division chiefs are involved in projects varies according to
division chiefand project. However, itis expected that teams will operate with significant
autonomy.

Most division chiefs outside of the Administrative Services branch reported that
they anticipate that staff in their divisions will spend at least 75 percent of the time on
project team work. Using project teams that are created through the RFP process, DOE
management hopes to enhance the department’s ability to gain broad, cross-cutting,
interdisciplinary perspectives, and to more appropriately address local needs. DOE
management also expects that the increased use of teams will encourage greater staff
autonomy and responsibility.

The feature of the process in which staff may choose not to participate on a
project, even ifrequested, is intended to allow individual employees more opportunity for
self-direction, autonomy and responsibility. The department recognizes, however, that
this could work to its disadvantage if there is a recurrent lack of team participation. A
solution the department plans to use is including an accountability measure (of project
participation) in the performance evaluation system.

iviti f DOE Division

Division chiefs in each of the ten DOE divisions are responsible for developing
some proposals for project work, and the staff in the divisions are responsible for
participating in project teams (staff can join projects led by any one of the division chiefs).
In addition, DOE management is currently in the process of completing a review of
agency functions, and making determinations as to how and where those functions will
be performed. Functions that will be assigned to divisions are those that are routine, on-
going functions (for example, agency accounting and finance work). Other functions are
to be handled through the RFP and team processes. The following discussion is about
some of the likely activities of the ten DOE divisions, as indicated by the division chiefs
in interviews with JLARC staff.

Early Childhood Division. The role of the early childhood division is to promote
educational service for young children (generally, ages four to eight). The division chief
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estimates that approximately 75 percent of the time of staff housed in the division will
be performing project work, and about 25 percent will be spent on on-going functions.
Examples of projects or activities that division staff might perform include developing
alternatives for the education of four-year olds, working with other State agencies such
as the Child Day Care Council in cooperative efforts to improve early childhood
education, and performing or integrating research on what works in educating high-risk
young children.

Pre-Adolescent Division. The specific role of the pre-adolescent division is to
focus on services for students ages eight to thirteen. The division chief estimates the
division will use the RFP process for most projects. Examples of projects or activities that
the division staff might perform include developing or restructuring middle schools, or
working on curriculum development for grades four through eight.

Adolescent Division. The function of the adolescent division is to participate in
projects that focus on secondary schools. The division chief expects that 75 percent of
their activities will be based upon project work, and 25 percent will be spent performing
on-going functions. Examples of projects may include secondary curriculum develop-
ment, development of special education teacher training curriculum, or any other area
that involves subject matter for adolescent students.

Compliance /[Coordination. The specific role of this division covers five func-
tional areas: federal program monitoring, school accreditation, teacher education,
teacher certification, and adult services. The federal program monitoring unit must work
to meet U.S. Department of Education requirements, which includes periodic depart-
mental reviews of local school divisions for compliance with federal regulations. School
accreditation involves maintaining a system to monitor the State’s 1,800 schools for
compliance with accreditation standards, as required by State law. The teacher
education area works with colleges and universities on approved training programs for
teachers and administrators. Teacher certification involves the licensing of teachers as
required by law. Adult services, according to the division chief, was placedin the division,
but is likely to be a temporary assignment. The adult services section is under review by
top management for potential placement in another agency.

The division chief hopes that 50 percent of the work performed by staff housed
in the division will be spent on project work and 50 percent will be spent performing
ongoing functions. However, the percentage on projects may be less, as the division
performs many mandatory requirements that will be performed as on-going functions.
An example of a project already awarded to this division involves the development of a
teacher mentor program.

Support. The functions in the support division are varied, but the general role
is to provide support services tothe agency. The division’s main functionsinvolve budget,
accounting, financial operations, school food service, transportation, energy and facili-
ties, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, and grant administration.
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The division chief estimates that the accounting area will be involved 100
percent in on-going functions; budget will be involved with 75 percent on-going functions
and 25 percent projects; and grant administration, school food, and Chapter 1 and 2 will
be involved in 50 percent on-going functions and 50 percent projects. An example of a
project already awarded to this division involves developing standards to promote the use
of alternative fuels for school buses.

Regional Services. The regional services division has four main functions: the
field service representative program, DOE-On-The-Line, special education technical
assistance, and VSDB/State Operated Programs. The field service representative
program is the largest function of this division, as well as DOE’s focal point for serving
the local school divisions, and is discussed in more detail in a following section.

The DOE-On-The-Line service is being developed by the department to better
address information needs of the school divisions. DOE-On-The-Line offers a toll-free
telephone line toschool divisions and the public, which is designed torespond to requests
forinformation. The purposeis to enable the department to provide answers toquestions
quickly. Requests for information may range from questions about the topics to be
covered at the next State Board of Education meeting to obtaining statewide statistics
on dropout rates.

Thedivision chiefdescribed two other unitsin the regional services division that
involve aloose confederation of programs which are regionalin nature. Oneis afederally-
funded special education unit that provides technical assistance to the school divisions
upon request. The other unit focuses on State-operated programs, such as the schools for
the deaf and blind.

Information Systems. The main role for the information systems division is to
be a support group for the development of data for the organization. This includes
developing and maintaining a data base for the organization, as well as operating a
computer system for the agency. In the short-term, the division chief anticipates that
about 80 percent of division staff time will be spent on on-going functions, and about 20
percent on projects. The division chief hopes that within about 18 months, the division
will be performing 80 percent project work and 20 percent on-going functions.

Examples of current projects in this division are: working to develop a Local
Area Network (LAN) system for the department; and implementing a data information
network, known as the Communications Automation Transition System (CATS), be-
tween the department and the local school divisions.

Assessment and Testing. The specific function of the assessment and testing
division is to carry-on existing mandated testing programs, such as the literacy passport
test. This division also expects to be involved with the assessment component of the
Standards of Learning. In the future, the division chief expects to be bidding, through
the RFP process, on components of DOE’s assessment/accountability system, which may
include projects related to the Outcome Accountability Program.
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The division chief anticipates that division staff will be working on a few large
projects (teams of 10 to 12 employees). An example of a project they may be involved with
is the development of a non-traditional assessment program, or other research that
would involve new ways to assess students.

Policy and Planning. The functions of the policy and planning division are to
focus on and perform research from the perspective of policy development and analysis.
The division chief said that a unique aspect will be the link this division has to budget
development. The division chief expects that most of the work in this division will be
project work. Because the division is to perform current policy research, the division chief
does not want to have on-going functions assigned to the division.

Examples of projects the division chief plans to be involved with are School
Choice and the Extended School Year. In general, the division chief expects to bid on
projects which require research on broad-based policy issues that have major implica-
tions. This division’s role will be to package policy research for higher-level decision-
making. The information would be available to the Board of Education, the Secretary of
Education, and the General Assembly.

Research _and FEvaluation. At the time of this review, the research and
evaluation division did not have a division chief. However, based upon discussion with
the deputy superintendent and the division’s position descriptions, it appears that the
division will focus on developing research projects to evaluate the impact, implementa-
tion and efficiency of educational programs. Such research would require quantitative
and qualitative evaluation research skills and should produce recommendations to
improve educational service delivery. Additionally, this group may be involved with
research strategies and techniques that could be used for evaluating the extent to which
programs, policies, and procedures have advanced student learning.

Regional Field Service R ntati

The method by which regional services are provided in the new organization is
dramatically different from the way regional services were provided in the former
organization. In the former DOE, six regional offices existed, which varied in staff size
from two to 12 positions. Staffin the former regional offices were specialists, mostly in

vocational education.

Under the new organization, the formerregional offices were abolished. In place
of the former regional operations, ten new regions were formed by the management
planningteam. Ten service representative positions were established by the department
to represent the new regional areas, each located on the campus of a local college or
university. DOE created larger regions where it expected local needs to be less, and
smaller regions where local needs are expected to be greater.

The role of the regional service representative is to broker the department’s
services to the school divisions, according to individual need. This involves finding and
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coordinating appropriate DOE central office services, as well as services available in the
community, to address those needs. According to the department, each representative
will:

(1) locate resources to assess needs and develop plans for school
divisions for improvement, (2) facilitate service delivery and monitor
the effectiveness of and satisfaction with the services provided, and (3)
work with college/university faculty and other regional representa-
tives to identify trends and practices for research and development,
coordination of services, regional purchasing and program develop-
ment.

To perform these functions, regional service representatives are frequently out
of their offices, meeting with school division superintendents and others to discuss school
division needs. Representatives also are engaged in making contacts and networking in
the community, to find other sources that can work with the school divisions to meet
mautual needs.

Typically, when a school requires assistance, the regional representative
identifies the problem and type of services available to address that problem. If the
required assistance is relatively minimal (less than two days of work is a guide that many
field service representatives report using), then the regional representative may direct.
the school division to the appropriate staff at the DOE central office, or the regional
representative will provide the assistance directly. If the assistance required is more
extensive, the regional service representative or the school division may submit a paper
to the management team which will describe the need for assistance. Through the RFP
process, a DOE project team may be formed to address the need. Implementation of the
project may involve project team travel from Richmond to the region to provide the
assistance.

Itis hoped by the department that this method for delivering services to the field
will provide more appropriate service to address the individual needs of schools. The
intention is to create a primary contact for schools with the department (the regional
representative) that can link school needs to the DOE services available to address those
needs.

JLARC STUDY MANDATE, SCOPE, AND
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Senate Joint Resolution 57, passed during the 1990 session of the General
Assembly, directed a JLARC study of DOE’s “organization, management, operations,
and performance.” The study was to be completed by November 15, 1991, with
submission of recommendations to the 1992 session of the General Assembly.
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Study Scope

The scope of the reorganization announced by the Superintendent of Public
Instruction in September 1990 precluded the completion of a conventional organization
and managementreview of DOE. The focus for the JLARC review was therefore modified
at the direction of the Commission to concentrate on DOE’s ongoing reorganization in
order tosuggest modifications and improvements, and to assess compliance with existing

legislation.

JLARC’s review of the reorganization was subsequently completed in two
phases. The first phase examined the planning of the reorganization, the effect of the
announcement regarding the reorganization on DOE employees, and the early efforts to
implement the reorganization. A briefing of the findings from this interim review was

presented in December 1990.

The second phase further examined the reorganization process, and examined
the early stages of the new department. Concerns about the new department were
identified, and recommendations were developed. A final briefing of this second phase
of the review was presented in July 1991.

rch Activiti

Numerous research activities were completed in examining the reorganization
of DOE. These activities included document reviews, interviews, surveys, and analysis
of data from DOE and the Department of Personnel and Training (DPT).

Document Reviews. A number of documents were examined which dealt with
DOE’s authority and responsibilities, its previous organization, and its plans to reorga-
nize. The State Constitution and the Code of Virginia were reviewed for sections relevant
to the Department of Education, the Board of Education, the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, and requirements for executive reorganizations. Also, the transcript from
a circuit court hearing on the legal authority for the reorganization was reviewed.

DOE'’s previous organization was explored through reviews of previous consult-
ant reports, DOE internal audit reports, and DOE job descriptions. Studies examining
DOE’s previous operation included management consultant reports by the Department
of Information Technology and the study conducted by Price Waterhouse.

Documents related to the reorganization plan included materials developed by
DOE to explain the reorganization, and job descriptions approved for the new organiza-
tion. A number of department bulletins and memoranda were reviewed. In addition,
literature on the process of organizational change was reviewed.

Interviews. Structured interviews were conducted with DOE staff and staffin
other State and local agencies. DOE staff interviewed for the study included the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the deputy superintendents, the assistant super-
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intendent for public affairs and human resources, the division chiefs, the regional field
service representatives, and the department training coordinator.

Face-to-face and telephone interviews were completed with staff at the Depart-
ment of Personnel and Training, the Department of Employee Relations Counselors, the
Attorney General’s Office, the Council on Child Day Care and Early Childhood Programs,
and the former Department for Children. Telephone interviews were conducted with
executive staff of the Virginia Association of School Superintendents and superinten-
dents in six randomly selected school divisions.

Mail Surveys. Two primary survey efforts were completed. The first was a
survey of DOE employees, which was implemented in two phases. The first phase
involved surveying 50 randomly selected employees of the department in November 1990
(prior to the reorganization). This survey solicited employee opinions about the former
DOE, and the need for and implementation of the reorganization.

The survey sample was stratified into six different categories to represent
personnel from each substantive branch of the organization. These branches included:
(1) compliance and field services, (2) curriculum, instruction and personnel, (3) financial
and support, (4) regional offices, (5) secretarial and support staff, and (6) a miscellaneous
category which captured personnel from areas such as the internal audit division and
community affairs. The number of personnel sampled for each strata was proportional
to the number of persons employed by each substantive branch. The response rate was
88 percent.

The second phase, in May of 1991, involved a follow-up survey of the original
employee survey group, and an additional group of 50 randomly selected staff from the
reorganized department. The purpose of the surveys was to solicit the perspective of
employees who were rehired, not rehired, or were newly hired.

The new samiple of 50 randomly chosen employees was again stratified accord-
ing to each of the substantive areas of the new organization. This included sampling
from: (1) the student services branch, (2) administrative services, (3) research, policy
development, and information systems, (4) secretarial and support staff, and (5) a
miscellaneous category containing staff from areas such as the human resources staff
andinternal audit. The number of personnel sampled from each branch was proportional
to the number of personnel hired for each branch. The overall response rate for the
second phase of the survey effort was 87 percent.

The second survey effort was of 120local school division personnelin April 1991.
The survey was stratified into four groups, with the random selection of three superin-
tendents, three general education directors, three special education directors, and three
vocational education directors, in each of the ten field service regions as defined by DOE.
The survey requested responses from local personnel in the following areas: assistance
or services received from the “former” department; assistance or services needed most for
their school or school division; whether the reorganized department will be more or less
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helpful than the “former” department; and the department’s compliance and accountabil-
ity role. The response rate for the survey was 87 percent.

Analysis of DOE Presentations. JLARC staff attended and reviewed videotapes
of large and small group meetings held by DOE to explain the concept of the reorganiza-
tion to employees. Also, JLARC staff attended or reviewed written materials of DOE
presentations made to audiences such as the Board of Education and legislative
committees.

Analysis of Data from DOE and DPT. JLARC staffreceived data from DOE and

DPT on the hiring process and the personnel transactions of the reorganization. Data
analyzed for the study included: job description content of the former DOE (for
comparison to the new DOE); DPT records of the receipt and processing of position
descriptions; DOE data on advertisement dates, application deadlines, the number of
applicants, the number ofinterviews conducted, and the dates when positions were filled;
and data on DOE personnel transactions and compensation levels, used to assess the
compensation cost savings of the reorganization.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The first chapter of this report has provided a broad overview of DOE prior to
the reorganization, the environment for change at DOE, and the department’s new
mission and organization. The second chapter reviews the process of reorganization. The
chapter presents findings and recommendations related to planning for the reorganiza-
tion and the effects of the major competitive hiring process.

The third chapter presents findings and recommendations related to the new
DOE mission and organization, including employee morale, the management of projects,
performance evaluations, staffing and workload, delivery of services to the local school
divisions, and a need for a detailed plan of action. The fourth chapter discusses findings
related to education accountability after the DOE reorganization. These findings
concern the adequacy of DOE’s planned compliance activity.
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II. The Reorganization Process
for the New Department

An assessment of the DOE reorganization process is important because the
General Assembly and executive agencies may at some time in the future be interested
in the DOE approach. Further, decisions made during this phase of the process could
have lasting effects on the eventual effectiveness and efficiency of the new department.
Consideration should therefore be given to what can be learned from the DOE reorgani-
zation, based on the evidence available to date.

Three findings have resulted from this review of the reorganization process.
First, planning during the reorganization process was inadequate. The intended time
frame for completion of the process was unrealistic, and the deadline for completion was
postponed twice. In part due to inadequate advance planning, the process was poorly
managed, which harmed employee morale. A detailed assessment of on-going agency
functions, and whether and how those functions would be handled by the new organiza-
tion, was not done before the reorganization process began, and is still not finished almost
one year after the reorganization was initiated. In addition, the intended new agency
work processes were never pilot-tested, and were not well-communicated. As a conse-
quence, thereis a high degree of uncertainty among department employees as to how well
the new organization will work.

Second, the scope of the competitive hiring process conducted by the department
appears to have been inefficient and inappropriate. DOE’s deputy superintendents and
division chiefs report that their time between January and March of 1991 was consumed
by the hiring process. The agency reviewed more than 4,600 applications and conducted
over 600 interviews. However, 82 percent of the 200 positions that were filled competi-
tively by March 1991 were filled by employees of the former department (and 89 percent
of all employees of the new agency are from the former agency). This appears to have
occurred in part because many of the positions that were opened to the competitive hiring
were not substantially different than positions that already existed in the former DOE.
The opening of these positions raises questions about the status of employee protections
under State personnel policies.

Finally, the cost savings due to the reorganization process appear to be low,
despite the layoff of 58 employees. In fact, if the General Assembly had fully-funded the

departinent’s proposed university consortium, then personnel savings would have been
less than $50,000, or less than one percent, in FY 1992.

REORGANIZATION PLANNING WAS INADEQUATE
From July 1, 1990, when he assumed his position, the Superintendent of Public

Instruction expected to bring radical agency-wide change to DOE in six months, allowing
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two months for planning and four months for implementation. In announciﬁg the
reorganization plan on September 5, 1990, the Superintendent said:

January 1, 1991 is our target date. This means that we are going to be
on a fast track in terms of peeling away the old organization and
replacing it with the new.

DOE management has said that the reorganization needed to be dealt with
quickly, so Board of Education initiatives could move forward. Management saw “little
benefit in the alternative that would have required a year or more of costly study prior
to implementation of the change.” In addition, management said that “change of this
type, which is always difficult, is best done quickly and done with the needs of the
employees clearly kept in mind.”

It appears that, in accordance with this outlook, DOE management tried to
conduct the reorganization with an emphasis on speed rather than study or planning.
However, the evidence shows that the department did not meet its time frame objectives,
nor did it adequately plan the reorganization. DOE’s use of a major competitive hiring
process for many positions compromised its ability to complete the reorganization
quickly. The inadequacy of reorganization planning undermined employee confidence
during the reorganization, and left department management inadequately prepared to
explain or initiate its new and untested work processes upon completion of the reorga-
nization.

ime Fr nrealisti n Hiring Pr
As part of the reorganization effort, DOE management decided to use a
competitive hiring process. More than 200 positions in the new organization were defined
as “new,” or subject to the competitive process. Consequently, the following activities

needed to be performed as the agency tried to maintain its normal functions:

* Develop five new classification descriptions and submit them to
the Department of Personnel and Training (DPT) for review.

* Develop over 220 new position descriptions and submit them to
DPT for review.

* Revise and re-submit position descriptions rejected by DPT, or for which
DPT requested additional information.

¢ Fill ten top management positions (the division chiefs) so that those
individuals could be involved in the remaining hiring effort.

* Advertise for over 200 new positions below the division chief level.

* Screen thousands of applications for the positions.
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¢ Schedule and conduct hundreds of interviews.
* Make offers to successful applicants.
* Lay off staff not hired through the process.

The large scale of the hiring process meant that it was not possible to conduct
the hiring process as quickly as intended. DPT provided DOE position requests a high
priority, taking an average of 1.6 days to review and approve new position descriptions
from the department, with 65 percent of the position descriptions being approved in one
day. However, DOE’s workload for the hiring effort was overwhelming. By the planned
January 1, 1991, completion date, the department was only able to advertise 38 of the
planned 214 positions (18 percent) below the division chief level that were open to the
competitive process. None of the 214 positions below the division chieflevel were actually
filled by that date (Figure 8).

To complete the interview process as close to schedule as possible, DOE took
unusual steps such as reducing the application period for positions to one week, and
conducting the hiring process on weekends. While permitted within State policy, these
actions indicate that the process was completed in haste, and raises questions about the
appropriateness of the schedule and the process.

Interviews with department deputy superintendents and division chiefs indi-
cate that it was not for a lack of effort that the reorganization deadlines were not met.
Almost all reported working long days, every Saturday, and most Sundays during the
process. A member of DOE management indicated that the reorganization was accom-
plished fast but not as quickly as planned, because at some point “the ideal has to give
way to the practical.” Another said that what was done was “an amazing job from a
workload standpoint,” and that the January 1 date was probably unrealistic from the
start. The comments of several division chiefs about the hiring process indicate that the
pace was hectic and stressful.

In an interview with JLARC staff in late February 1991, the Superintendent
acknowledged that the reorganization took longer than expected because “frankly, it was
more work than I anticipated.” On the other hand, the Superintendent said that it was
working with the State rules and regulations that slowed things down. The examples
that the Superintendent gave, however, such as the development of the position
descriptions, are reasonable components for a State hiring process and should have been
considered in planning.

nt of th ization Pr
Organizational literature notes that the outcome of an action to reduce the size
of an organization can be affected by how well the process is planned and by how well

employee needs are met. For example, the question has been posed in an American
Management Association journal:
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Figure 8

Pace of the Hiring Process for Lead, Principal,
Associate, and Assistant Positions
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*The lead principal, associate, and assistant classifications are the four new DOE professional
classifications below the division chief level that were created and filled through the competitive
hiring process. The department created 214 of these positions. The interview process for these
positions began in December 1990.

Source: JLARC analysis of DOE data on the hiring process.




Why do some companies suffer from lower morale and productivity
after downsizing, while others actually enjoy higher performance
levels and greater job satisfaction? The answer lies, in large part, in
the careful, strategic planning and skillful implementation of the
downsizing program, headed by an involved, aware human resources
management team. [“The Tough Test of Downsizing,” Organizational
Dynamics, Autumn 1987. Additional citations in this section are to
this source.]

Some organizations, the article observes, have accomplished downsizing with “a mini-
mum of disruption and anxiety among remaining employees.” The article describes a
number of elements that are considered important in the field of organizational behavior
to the successful implementation of downsizing.

DOE management addressed some of these elements in the reorganization
process. For example, it is considered important to communicate “bad news and the
good.” DOE management indicated truthfully that there was a possibility that layoffs
would occur in the reorganization. There should also be communication to employees
about the reorganization process, and the department should provide employee counsel-
ing, information and assistance relative to placement opportunities, and training in job
search skills. DOE held meetings and provided information in these areas. In addition,
rebuilding activities are important, and DOE provided some training opportunities after
the reorganization was completed that many employees surveyed thought were of
appropriate content and quality.

However, many elements cited as important to a good process were missing or
were handled inadequately in the DOE reorganization. For example, the downsizing
program should be “strategically planned and skillfully implemented,” headed by the
“human resources” executive or team. By contrast, DOE management involved the
agency’s human resources director in the process just two days before the reorganization
plan was announced on September 5, 1990. Only one week before the announcement of
the reorganization plan, DOE management held its first official meeting with DPT to
discuss personnel issues, and DOE’s human resources director was not involved.

In addition, planning decisions must be “translated adequately into tactical
plans so that no issues remain unaddressed... the downsizing task force has the
responsibility of deciding what to do where, when, how, and with whom.” By contrast,
DOE management was unprepared to answer the first question at the DOE staff meeting
after the reorganization plan announcement, on the subject of the mechanism for the
personnel process. The Superintendent explained that a phased bumping process would
be used, but “I won’t go into that because it’s beyond my comprehension.” The
Superintendent was asked if this meant that if an employee’s position were abolished,
would the employee be without a job and benefits for the period of time until additional
positions were advertised. The Superintendent responded that he thought the employee
would be:
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without a job, benefits, and salary in the interim period of time unless
you occupied a position that someone else occupied in accordance with
the personnel policies. Again, I don’t want to go into that because I
don’t know.

The fact that the department was not prepared to explain in detail the
mechanism by which the reorganization would be accomplished diminished management’s
credibility. Employees at the staff meeting, hearing the planned mechanism for the
abolition of positions for the first time, suggested that a single effective date for the
reorganization be considered. The Department of Employee Relations Counselors
(DERC) also reports making this recommendation when the Superintendent first
overviewed to them what he wanted to accomplish. Subsequent to the September 7
meeting, the department decided to have a single effective date for the reorganization,
rendering obselete the Superintendent’s explanation of how the process would work.

The notification of a downsizing action “should be handled with empathy and
tact.” Yet in announcing the reorganization plan to the Board of Education, the
Superintendent said that the old DOE had a poor image “that spills over and reflects on
the Board, local school systems, and possibly the administration of State government.”
The Superintendent said that “people don’t feel good about the department itself, or what
the department does.” (Results of the JLARC survey of local school personnel do not
indicate that the department was held in such low regard. Moreover, the first JLARC
survey of DOE personnel found that employees believed that organizational change was
necessary, but that previous agency leadership was a problem). The Superintendent said
that “We are going to take the department, put it in abox, wrap a bow around it, and bury
it.” :

The effect on DOE employees was predictable. Regarding the comment made
about burying the department, an employee said “that quote was devastating to
employee morale.” Other employees said, in general response to the Superintendent’s
public comments: : '

The attitude ofleadershipis that everything was wrong before they got
here and nothing was worth salvaging.

* %k Xk

[The Superintendent’s] public remarks . . . imply that DOE staff is
incompetent.

* k¥

A total lack of respect and appreciation for the many years of dedi-
cated service given by department personnel is totally appalling.

A downsizing should be the product of strategic planning, and decisions to
“sliminate services and functions should not be reactive,” but should be based on an



assessment of their worth. However, DOE undertook the reorganization without an
adequate assessment of functions. During the fall 0of 1990, DOE management requested
that DOE employees prepare an inventory of the functions they perform. Some DOE
employees have reported that, coming after the decision to conduct a major competitive
hiring process, this request was poorly received. It appeared to be a request from
management for the functions that needed to be performed after they were gone.

A downmnsizing plan should “define the affected groups” of employees. However,
in early September when the competitive hiring process was made known, DOE had not
worked with DPT to define the positions which would be affected by the competitive
process. Under State policy, the abolition and creation of positions can occur when there
is “substantially more”than the gradual change of a position. DOE did not commmunicate
to employees the positions that would therefore be affected and unaffected until October
30, 1990. On January 15, 1991, the department provided employees with a “tentative
idea” of how secretarial assignments, and layoffs, based on seniority would work.

In a downsizing, the “future organization” should be well-defined, including
descriptions of “the positions that will be needed (i.e., the types of jobs, the number of
jobs, and the skills required).” When the reorganization “plan” was announced in
September, DOE management had not established any of these items. The plan
contained estimates for “at least” how many positions would be reduced, by actions such
as “streamlining.” A position-by-position listing of the planned new department was not
provided until October 30. Most new job descriptions were not prepared until December.
Therefore, employees generally did not know how the new positions would be described
until shortly before the advertisement period.

A result of the lack of management preparation was that employees believed
that elements of the reorganization were not thoroughly considered, and that leadership
was not prepared to answer questions. To many employees, it appeared as if DOE
management was uncertain about the specific plans for implementing the reorganiza-
tion. Asked what was learned as a result of attending meetings held for department
employees, an employee responded in November, 1990:

I/we learned that top management was/is not prepared for the ques-
tions that were asked. It's as though they'’re trying to form a new
orchestra and the conductors know what kind of music they like to
hear, but don’t have a plan for new instrumentation. They appear to
be making it up as they go along.

Finally, follow-up and rebuilding is critical in the period after the reorganiza-
tion:

To ensure the successful continuation of the reorganization, focus now
on those remaininginit.... The same amounts of time and effort that
were spent on the actual staff reduction must now be devoted to
rebuilding confidence, support, and trust . . ..
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Employees need specific direction on how they are to operate in the new organization.
This is critical to morale as well as to actually effecting change. As a DOE employee

stated:

In order to alter the old paradigm, attitudes must change. Old folks
doing old things in a new organization with different paperwork, does
not define change.

There are several indications that a post-reorganization focus on employees
needs did not occur. The results of the JLARC survey conducted in May, 1991 indicate
that many employees do not believe that they have been adequately prepared to operate
in the new organization. Upon completion of the reorganization, the Superintendent
appeared to immediately focus on long-term visions of the future. In the same month as
the completion of the reorganization process (March), the Superintendent was already
outlining ideas to the Board of Education for “reconceptualizing” kindergarten through
grade 12 education. Brown bag lunches were held “as the beginning of a debate about
where we should goin education.” ADOE employee stated with frustrationin June, 1991:

We [management and staff] need to talk about where we [DOE] are
today, and what we need to do to address our problems. You need to
make sure you have the ship intact before you start going down the

river.

nizati r

The Department of Education is an essential agency of State government which
leads and guides the Commonwealth’s system of public education. With the Department’s
need to carry out State and federal laws and to effectively use and administer State and
federal money, the Superintendent should have had a responsibility to show that the
proposed new organization processes would work before effecting the change agency-
wide. Yet the essential features of the new system, the “IDEA” papers, RFP process, and
team projects, were not pilot-tested before the reorganization was conducted. Further,
those essential features provide a system for managing the department that is very
unfocused and ill-defined. The Superintendentbelieves that those processes will be more
creative. However, it has not been demonstrated whether the processes will be more

efficient or more effective.

Some of the new agency processes that are planned are different from those
processes that DOE employees and even members of the new DOE management are
experienced with. For example, the Superintendent did not use the team approach
extensively in the administration of the Lynchburg school division.

Expressing enthusiasm for the new regional concept, the division chief for
regional services indicated that he was aware of no prototypes for what was being done
in the regions. He said that other State DOEs have regional districts, but these districts



are program-oriented. They are set up to provide specific services. He said that the
concept of regional representatives as brokers is to his knowledge unique.

When the deputy superintendent most involved with the proposal for the
internally competitive project award process was asked for the origin of the idea, he
indicated thatit was an extrapolation from the competition for contractsin the consulting
world, an externally competitive process.

During the reorganization process, DOE management described the objectives
of the reorganization, but explanations of how the new system would work were vague.
Asthe reorganization was beingimplemented, State policy-makers, DOE employees, and
local school divisions were faced with uncertainties about where the department was
headed that could have been better addressed. The department could have piloted some
of its planned work processes before announcing the reorganization plan. Or the
department could have initiated some short-term pilot projects even as it worked on
effecting the reorganization — if the overall time frame for the reorganization had been
loniger, or if the scope of the competitive hiring process had been reduced.

Success on a pilot basis could have helped build understanding and confidence
in the process by DOE employees and local school personnel. The new work process would
have become something that employees and local school personnel had experienced or
observed, instead of a mysterious, and to some, a foreboding process to be imposed
months in the future. Further, radical changes would not have been implemented
agency-wide before their success had been demonstrated at the department on a smaller
scale.

The Plan is Too Unfocused to Provide Direction

DOFE’s plan for the new organization has been too unfocused to enable the
department to provide answers to basic questions that are of interest to employees and
to school division personnel. These basic questions include: What will the new depart-
ment do, and what will it not do? Who is responsible for doing what? Under what
conditions will services be provided?

There are two factors that have contributed to this problem. First, the functions
of the “former” agency were not systematically assessed before the reorganization
process began. On June 4, 1991, a draft from management was provided to employees
of those functions that management proposed would be discontinued under the new
agency. An appeals process was put into place with planned completion by the end of
June. Further, a draft list of department functions to be continued (and their disposition
to the RFP process or division assignment) was still under deputy superintendent review
and was not available to employees as of June 20, 1991, almost one year after the
reorganization process began.

Second, department management wants to keep the agency as unstructured
and unplanned as possible. For example, the Superintendent has told employees:
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Keep in mind that the way this thing is designed, it’s designed to ebb
and flow. It’s designed not to be static. The one thing that’s consistent
about it is that it is going to be inconsistent. It’s going to move in a
direction, take the shape of whatever mold it is in, and it’s going to
move toward attacking specific problems.

It appears the department does not want to have most of the work performed by
assignment to employees. Rather, the department will use client “IDEA” papers and the
free formation of project teams to address a high proportion ofits work. As “IDEA” papers
arrive throughout the year, DOE management will determine on an ad-hocbasis whether
the work will be translated into an RFP. After completion of the RFP process, a team is
formed to address that work.

This situation does not correspond well tomeeting many needs of employees and
school divisions during the organizational transition. The JLARC survey of DOE
employees indicates that they have a need for much more definition of what is expected
ofthem in the new organization. Also, school divisions have many needs for which project
team formation i1s unnecessary. When local school division personnel were surveyed in
April of 1991 and asked about whatis necessary for the reorganization to work, responses
included: :

Communicate DOE reorganization changes to the LEA [school divi-
sion] and provide information on responsibilities and roles. At present
there’s a lot of guessing.

* %k *k

Make everyone aware of who has been appointed to do what.

* %k ¥k

School divisions need to have betterideas of who provides services and
what service are available.

However, the department will have difficulty in providing this information,
because they are attempting to construct a system in which most roles and responsibili-
ties are not on-going and are not attached to individuals. Concerns about whether this
system will work are discussed in the next chapter.

THE SCOPE OF THE COMPETITIVE HIRING PROCESS
WAS QUESTIONABLE

The reorganization of the department required changes affecting agency posi-
tions. The total number of positions agency-wide was to be reduced. Positions would be
housed in a new division structure. Also, the work processes expected would be different.
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To fill its created positions, DOE conducted a major competitive hiring process.
During this process, over 4,600 job applications were received, and more than 600
interviews were conducted in filling 200 positions. The scope of this hiring process is
questionable for two reasons. First, many of the positions advertised were similar to old
positions. Second, DOE actions rendered the State layoff policy provisions inappliable,
meaning that there were few placement opportunities for employees. The reorganization
raises concerns about the future of employee protections under the State personnel
system.

imil 1d On

Originally, the Superintendent wanted to abolish all existing agency positions
and create all new positions. The Department of Personnel and Training indicated to the
department that new positions should not be created if they were not substantially
different than existing positions in the former DOE. DPT’s concern was based on the
State’s position abolishment and establishment policy, which states that:

When an agency’s organizational needs dictate the necessity for
changes in duties and responsibilities that reflect substantially more
than the gradual change in a position [emphasis added], it is the policy
of the Commonwealth to establish a new position . . . .

In apparent response to the State policy, DOE developed a list of 75 positions that would
remain “unaffected” by the reorganization.

As DOE submitted job descriptions for DPT’s review, DPT staff continued to
consider the issue of whether the positions to be created were different than existing
positions. However, it appears that DPT did not require very stringent criteria for
justifying a position as different. For example, DPT staff expressed a concern about the
division chief position for information systems, and whether that position would be
different than a traditional data processing head. DOE’s response was that the division
chief would have to understand and work with teams and the local school divisions, and
that made it different than the traditional role. DPT approved a division chief position
for information systems.

Toexamine the issue of substantial difference in positions, JLARC staff focused
on the question of the fundamental purpose of the positions, and an assessment of job
descriptions was performed. Executive branchjob descriptionsinclude a statement of the
chief objective of the position. JLARC staff examined the extent to which matches in
objectives could be found between positions of the old DOE and the new DOE. (In some
cases, the job descriptions of the new DOE contained boilerplate descriptions of the
purpose, so that the first identifying work task of the job description had to be used). To
focus the task, JLARC staff targeted the review on the job descriptions of professional
employees of the former DOE who had been working below the director level, and who
were still at the department in February of 1991.
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As aresult of this assessment, JLARC staffidentified 88 positions that had both
substantially similar stated objectives, and were filled through the competitive process
with DOE employees who had performed similar roles in the old organization. The 88
positions represent 44 percent of all the professional positions filled on a competitive
basis in the new DOE (and about 55 percent of all the professional positions that were
filled competitively from within the agency). Exhibit 1 provides examples of some of the
positions in the student services branch with similar objectives.

In some cases, the department appears to have created job descriptions that
would meet DPT’s approval at the expense of having a clear statement of what the
position was intended to accomplish. For example, the following is the statement of the
“chief objective” for a computer programmer at the associate level in the Information

Systems division:

Provides complex technical expertise in a discipline or disciplines
highly valued to the agency mission. As a member of interdisciplinary
teams incumbents provide direct services to students, teachers and
administratorsinlocal school divisions. Performs duties as aleader for
interdisciplinary teams with a division-wide focus. Leads and admin-
isters local, state, and federal projects, grants. ‘

Given the last sentence of the description, it would appear to be a “chief
objective” statement for an associate for grant administration. (In fact, it is identical to
the “chief objective” listed for the new department’s associate for grant administration
position). Further, on the second page of the programmer job description, where work
tasks are listed, the first four work tasks enumerated donot say anything about computer
programming. Finally, the fifth task listed indicates that the position:

Provides technical and analytical services directly to interdisciplinary
teams in the area of computer programming. Such technical and
analytical skills will also be provided to the division on an on-going

basis.

DPT’s approval of the creation and advertisement of positions such as those
shown in Exhibit 1 was, it appears, within the letter of State policy. The criteria
contained in the State position abolishment and establishment policy are technical
criteria that relate to differences in occupational groupings, classification levels, and
salary grades. As a different classification scheme had been set up for the new DOE, it
appears that the policy could have been interpreted to permit almost any position
submitted in the new classifications. There are no specific criteria enumerated in the
position abolishment and establishment policy pertaining to the essential purpose of the
position. In challenging DOE positions on this basis, such as in the information systems
area, DPT staff had to exercise their own judgement. DPT staff knew that the rapid
processing of the department’s position requests was a high administration priority.

In addition, a DOE justification is that the work processes of the positions are
different. Forexample, the new positions are to work in multi-disciplinary team settings.
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Exhibit 1

Examples of Similar Positions, Comparing the
"Former" and New DOE

Former DOE

(627) “To provide leadership and direction
in gifted education by providing technical
assistance”

(579) “Ensure the development of infor-
mation and the provision of technical
assistance... with emphasis in programs
for severely and profoundly handicapped"”

(625) “T'o ensure the development of
information and the provision of techni-
cal assistance regarding elementary
school guidance”

(449) “To provide leadership, direction
and technical assistance to teachers,
parents, administrators...with emphasis
in programs for handicapped children
from barth to age 5"

(314) “To provide leadership and service
to all concerned with the teaching of
foreign languages”

(90) “To provide consultation and techni-
cal assistance to local school division
personnel in matters of development,
implementation and evaluation of science
education”

(447) “To provide leadership, direction
and technical assistance...with emphasis
on programs for Emotionally Disturbed
children and youth”

(282) “To ensure the development of in-
formation and the provision of technical
assistance regarding secondary school
guidance”

New DOE

(936) “Provides highly complex technical
and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the field
of gifted education”

(921) “Provides highly complex technical
and analytical services directly to

teachers and administrators in the field
of severely and profoundly handicapped”

(840) “Provides highly complex technical
and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the field
of school guidance with emphasis on
young children”

(836) “Provides highly complex techni-
cal and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the field
of preschool handicapped”

(834) “Provides highly complex techni-
cal and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the field
of foreign language education”

(848) “Provides highly complex techni-
cal and anaiftical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the field
field of science education”

(857) “Provides highly complex techni-
cal and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the
field of special education: emotionally
disturbed”

(886) “Provides highly complex techni-
cal and analytical services directly to
teachers and administrators in the
field of School Guidance with emphasis
on adolescent education”

Source: DOE job descriptions (position description numbers are in parentheses).
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While team work was done to some degree in the old department, it appeared that the
new department intended to make multi-disciplinary team settings the primary work

units of the new organization.

On the other hand, two questions need to be considered. First, should the core
of a position description be the desired work processes, or should it be the substance or
the expertise required by the position? Second, if positions such as those shown in Exhibit
1 are allowed to be opened to a competitive process when a new agency director arrives
and decides on a reorganization, then employee protection and security are questionable
in the State personnel system.

Each of the positions shown in Exhibit 1 appear to provide a broad range of
leadership and service in the same area of educational expertise, both before and after
the reorganization. Further, the qualifications and expectations for the work could not
have been too substantially different, as each of the new positions shown in Exhibit 1 was
filled by the same person as in the old organization.

r 1i

The State layoff policy developed by DPT provides detailed placement proce-
dures for employees who are affected by a layoff situation. With respect to placements
in vacant positions, employees must be minimally qualified for the position. With respect
to placements that would displace shorter service employees, the displacing employee
must have seniority and be fully qualified for the position.

DOE could have implemented the reorganization using these placement proce-
dures. Positions that were considered unnecessary to the mission of the new agency or
otherwise excessive could have been eliminated. Using the State personnel policy, senior
personnel in eliminated positions could have had the opportunity to bumpinto lowerlevel
positions, if fully qualified for those positions. The department could have created
positions for just those areas of expertise in which qualified expertise in the department
did not exist, and a competitive hiring process could have been conducted to fill those

positions.

What DOE did instead was to abolish the existing classification series in the
agency, create new classifications and new positions, and fill the created positions.
Under this option, the placement procedures of the State layoff policy are not applicable
in most cases. The left column in Exhibit 2 summarizes the placement procedures of the
State’s policy. The right column of the exhibit shows an assessment of why the State’s
placement procedures were generally inapplicable to the reorganization process.

Court testimony of the DOE personnel director on January 25,1991, illustrated
the irony that as the procedures of the State policies are applied, they are found
inapplicable to the reorganization. The personnel director agreed that the plaintiffs were
entitled to be treated pursuant to the terms of the State layoff policy. The personnel
director also agreed that in a reorganization, under State policy there are seniority
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considerations that ought to be applied. To effect the policy, the personnel director said
that:

At the point at which all the new positions are filled, we will take a look,
starting with the most senior person, as to whether or not there are any
placement options for them.

Exhibit 2

Assessment of Employee Placement Opportunities
Under the DOE Reorganization

Placement Opportunities Reason Not Generally Applicable Under
Based on DPT Policy he DOE rganization Approach
* Place in available vacancies, same pay  * Positions are filled (competitively),
grade so vacancies are few

* Displace the shortest service employees * The reorganized department has a
in the same classification different set of classifications than
the old department, so there is no
displacement

If above placements are unavailable, then
placement is to the higher of the following:

* Place in vacancies in the employee's * Positions are filled, classifications
former classification are new

* Place in vacancies in the next lower ¢ Positions are filled, classifications
classification of the series are new

* Place in vacancies of equivalent pay * Positions are filled
grade

If above placements are unavailable, then
placement is to the higher of the following:

e Displace to the employee’s former ¢ (Classifications are new
classification
» Displace to lower classifications in * (lassifications are new

the same classification series

Source: JLARC analysis of State layoff policy placement options.
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The personnel director was asked, “if you filled all the positions, how would
therebe a placement option forthem?” The personnel director answered that there might

not be.

Of the 27 DOE professional staff who were not rehired by the department
through the competitive process, placement options at DOE were available for two. Yet,
the laid off employees were in a difficult situation for grieving a misapplication of the
layoff policy procedures. Essentially, DOE’s actions meant that in most cases, as each
of the procedures is “applied,” it is found to be inapplicable.

Concerns About the Future of Emplovee Protections

The reorganization of DOE raises concerns about the future of employee
protections in the State system. It appears that many employees had to reapply for
positions that were similar to the positions they already had. It also appears that a
methodology was used that largely renders useless the provisions of the State layoff

policy.

Theinitial justification for the competitive hiring process that was offered by the
Superintendent was not reassuring in regard to this issue. For example, the Superinten-
dent was asked at a September 7, 1990, staff meeting why agency positions were being
filled on a competitive basis. The Superintendent said:

I have a pre-eminent disposition on this matter. AllI want in every
single positionin the organization is the verybest person that I can find
on this earth. That’s my rationale.

' The rationale seems ironic in retrospect, considering the one week advertise-
ment period that was afforded many of the positions. But further, the rationale would
seem to be invalid, if employees are to have protections. A valid rationale would have
been that there were new positions to be created that were substantially different than
the positions held by current employees. At this point in the reorganization process,
however, the department had not gone beyond a rough estimate of how many positions
would be included in each of its branches, and specific position needs had not been

determined.

Later in the process, the Superintendent offered the rationale that the competi-
tive hiring process was the only fair way to do the reorganization. For example, the
Superintendent said at the January 25, 1991, court hearing:

... we are going from eight or nine reporting levels to three; and it’s
problematical, in terms of advertising three levels, when you'’ve got to
shrink eight or nine into three. The only fair way, the only equitable
way to do that is to give everyone an equal opportunity to apply.
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The Superintendent’s statement needs to be compared with the State’s layott
policy, which states:

Employees affected by a work force reduction, job abolition, or reorga-
nization {[emphasis added] shall be affected in order of seniority in
accordance with the layoff and recall procedures outlined in this policy.

There are important values and consequences embedded in decisions about the
roles of seniority, merit, and competition in a personnel system. To protect the integrity
of the State personnel system, those questions need to be resolved in the form of a policy,
so that employees are treated with consistency. The system is not equitable if that
decision is left to the ad-hoc judgements of individual agency heads.

The judge of the circuit court hearing chose not to intervene in the matter. The
argument presented by the Attorney General’s office, in representing the department,
was that the State Personnel Act set up an agency (DPT) to establish policies and review
such matters for adherence; and if State employees were not satisfied that their rights
were respected, they could exercise their grievance rights under the Act. The court
accepted that argument, stating sympathy with the employees, but “the grievance
procedure which is provided for in the Code of Virginia is all that you can rely on.”
However, the employees could only grieve a misapplication of policies, and in this case
the policy was followed but the provisions of the policy had been rendered inapplicable.
While the court’s ruling has been appealed, it appears that if the concern is to be
addressed, it must be addressed by further clarifications in the State’s personnel policies.

PERSONNEL COST SAVINGS WERE LOW

DOE management has said that “the reorganization was not undertaken as an
economic measure,” and that the “sole purpose was to create an organization that could
respond to the educational needs of the Commonwealth in the future.”

Nonetheless, in presentations in the fall of 1990, the department discussed the
streamlining of operations and the achievement of staffing economies that appeared to
indicate a potential for substantial savings. An assessment was made of the personnel
cost savings the State may realize when the new organization is fully operational.

Data supplied to JLARC staff prior to the interim December 1990 briefing
indicated that the department expected general fund personnel savings of approximately
$1,448,870in FY 1992 due to reductions in agency personnel. However, of the personnel
savings, DOE planned to use $776,619 for a university consortium proposal. The
university consortium is a proposed mechanism for the department to contract with
university personnel to provide their expertise in research ari the provision of assis-
tance. DOE’s projected remaining savings from the reorganization were $672,251, or
approximately 3.3 percent of agency personnel costs.
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DOE’s projected cost savings were based on the cost savings achieved by
reducing from an agency maximum employment level of 454. An updated JLARC staff
assessment of reorganization cost savings, using DOE’s assumption of 454 positions as
the base, indicates savings of 6.4 percent. This level of savings is larger than originally
projected, since the General Assembly decided not to fund the university consortium at
DOE’s planned levels.

However, $763,962 of savings calculated on the agency MEL of 454 are for the
abolition of 16 positions that were never filled at the agency. For the four fiscal years
between FY 1987 and F'Y 1991, the DOE maximum employment level was 431. For FY
1991, amaximum employmentlevel was set of451. Under the reorganization, the agency
MEL has been set at 431, or at historical agency levels, and the 16 “new” positions were
never established as actual costs. Table 2 shows that if reorganization personnel savings
are calculated from actually established personnel costs, the savings amount to only 2.6
percent. Further,ifthe university consortium program were fully established at the cost
DOE planned under the reorganization, then it appears that the net personnel savings
of the reorganization would be only about $30,000 (0.2 percent of agency personnel costs).
Meanwhile, DOE has budgeted $750,000 per year in non-personnel costs for its new RFP
process.

There were 60 employees of the former department who received compensation
increases through the hiring process, totaling $307,422. There were two employees who
were demoted with salary decreases, and there were 26 employees who were demoted in
grade with no change in compensation. The remainder of employees of the former
department who were hired into the department were laterally transferred.

CONCLUSION

It is clear that reorganization efforts at DOE focused on the accomplishment of
amajor competitive hiring process and a quick time frame at the expense of planning and
preparation for post-reorganization operations. The scope of the competitive hiring
process was questionable, and the cost savings of the reorganization were low.

These problems may have occurred in part because the State has provided
inadequate guidance and support on how agencies may reorganize, especially on a large
scale such as the DOE reorganization. This lack of guidance should be addressed by the
development of a comprehensive reorganization policy.

Recommendation (1). The Department of Personnel and Training
should develop a comprehensive policy on agency reorganizations. DPT
should require, as part of the policy, detailed implementation plans from the
reorganizing agency containing specific proposals for the abolishment and
establishment of positions, revision of job descriptions and classifications, the
anticipated use of layoff procedures, and the competitive hiring process to be
used by the reorganizing agency, including advertising schedules, the use of
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Table 2

Changes in Personnel Compensation

Reductions in Actual Costs

Abolition of Vacant Positions (estimate) $ 620,720
Staff Departures from DOE, 7/1/90 to 3/8/90 2,224,021
Layoffs, Professional Staff 1,451,023
Layoffs, Support Staff 783,565
Employee Salary Decreases _ 8544
Sub-total, Classified Employees $5,087,873
Contract Staff Reductions $ 336,000
Total Reductions $5,423,873
Planned Costs
New DOE Employees (hired 7/1/90 to 3/8/91) $2,281,471
Compensation Increases to Rehired DOE Staff 307,422
New DOE Positions Filled by Unaffected Staff 119,672
New “Unfilled” Positions (as of 3/8/91) 598,568
New “Held” Positions (as of 3/8/91) 1,036,888
New “To Be Established” Positions 299,028
Sub-total, Classified Employees $4,643,049
University Consortium $ 250,000
Total New Costs $4,893,049
Net Savings, Based on Components Shown $ 530,824

Net Savings as Percent of

"Former" DOQE Personnel Cost $530,824 / $20,144,215 = 2.6 percent

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of DOE data on personnel transactions, salsries, and fringe benefits.
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interview teams, and evaluation of applicants. The policy should also incorpo-
rate changes to the minimum required advertisement period for new positions.
A minimum two-week period should be considered for all new positions.

The policy should clarify the extent to which positions may be abol-
ished and reestablished as a part of a reorganization. Criteria should require
that new positions have a different purpose than the former positions. The
criteria should specify that a change in the intended balance of how the work
would be performed (team versus individual assignment, for example) is not
sufficient to justify the creation and abolition of a similar position during a
reorganization,

In addition, the General Assembly may wish to evaluate current poli-
cies related to agency-wide reclassifications of positions to ensure that such
policies are comprehensive and consistent with the State Personnel Act.

Recommendation (2). Department of Education job descriptionsshould

be revised to more clearly and accurately reflect the role and functions of each
position. DOE staff should develop the initial draft of these revisions.
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III. Operation of the
New Department of Education

Within a nine-month time frame, the Department of Education was trans-
formed into a new organization in State government. The radical restructuring reduced
the number of management layers and personnel. Employees were asked to think and
work differently in a team-based environment. Organizational units were created to
increase the research and policy analysis capabilities of the agency. The goal of reducing
the bureaucratic layers of the old department and promotion of the team concept seems
admirable.

Priortothereorganization, many department employees hoped that restructur-
ing would lead to excitement and improvement in public education. However, the scope
of the organizational changes surprised employees. Most of the department’s employees
were not adequately prepared for the revolutionary change. The department did not
pilot-test the new work processes, nor did it provide employees with adequate informa-
tion on how to carry out the work of the new organization. Almost all — 89 percent —
of the employees worked in the former department.

When innovative ideas are attempted, start-up efforts normally require a
certain amount of trial and error before the best methods are found. The new department
is still in a process of transition, and it is understood that it takes time to fully develop
new work practices.

However, some organization and management problems the department faces
are serious and put at risk the future effectiveness of the department in supporting and
overseeing public education in Virginia. It appears that the extent of the current DOE
predicament is caused in part by a rushed hiring and reorganization process and a lack
of detailed forethought, planning, and communication about how the new organization
is to function. The lack of details from management about how the new department is
tofunction has seriously eroded employee confidence and morale in the new organization.
In the words of one employee:

The State Superintendent has a fantastic vision . ... I believeinit
.... Itcan work.... Butif details and decisions are not forthcoming
soon . . . this whole thing may crash and burn on a very grand scale.
What support [the Superintendent] has, he may soon lose.

Specific problems about the work-setting of the new department have been
identified through an examination of survey data from DOE employees and local school
personnel, and a review of intended department operations. E:idence seems to suggest
that the new agency contains some potentially good ideas. But, there are also questions
about how some work in practice. The new department will need to improve some
fundamental ways of operating if it is to be successful.
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KEY PARTS OF THE NEW ORGANIZATION REQUIRE ATTENTION

The overall success of an organization is contingent upon the success of its
integral components, Yet, in the new Department of Education, a large degree of
uncertainty exists about whether the components of the organization will be successful.
Some of the changes planned, such as the increased use of teams to perform the work, are
supported in concept by the Price Waterhouse and other consultant reports, as well as
contemporary literature on organizational development. Other concepts, such as the
internally competitive RFP process, are unproven adaptations from the private consult-
ing sector.

A review of DOE’s current and intended mode of operations indicates that some
significant problems are evident. These problems include: employee morale, project
selection and management processes, employee performance evaluations, appropriate-
ness of staffing and workload allocations, and delivery of services to the field. If the
department is to realize its goals for reorganization, these problems will have to be
addressed.

Positive employee morale is important to the effectiveness of an organization,
because it can affect job commitment, performance, productivity, and motivation. In
contrast, poor morale over a long period of time can cause increased turnover, absentee-

ism, lateness, low productivity, and low performance. Additionally, many believe that
fostering positive employee morale is worthwhile and desirable in its own right.

When organizations undergo dramatic change, morale may be negatively
affected. Time to adjust and cope with change is necessary for employees to make the
transition to a new organization. However it appears that the adverse circumstances
under which the DOE reorganization was carried out greatly affected employee morale.
Based upon data gathered from employee surveys administered in fall 1990 and spring
1991, JLARC staffevaluated how morale has changed from the previous organization to
the new organization, and examined why employee morale was so deeply affected. The
survey was stratified to obtain data from employees in all areas of the organization.

Comparison of Employee Morale in the New and Former DOE. Inthe November
1990 survey of employee attitudes, employees were asked whether they agreed that
employee morale in the former DOE was good. Responses indicated that 43 percent

thought morale was good.

After the reorganization took place employees were surveyed in May 1991,
asking whether employees thought that morale in the new DOE was good. Responses
indicated that only 10 percent thought morale was good (Table 3). Moreover, negative
assessments about morale in the new DOE were more strongly held. In the new DOE,
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Table 3

Comparison of Employee Morale Ratings,
New and Former Virginia DOE
(Percentage of Respondents)

Statement: "Agency New DOE* Former DOE
morale is good.” (%) %)
Strongly agree 0 9
Agree 10 34
Disagree 38 48
Strongly disagree 46 9
No opinion 6 0
(N=69) (N=44)

*Data are from a follow-up survey to the rehired fall 1990 survey group as well as newly sampled May
1991 respondents.

Source: JLARC analysis of survey data from DOE employees.

46 percent “strongly disagreed” with the statement that employee morale is good, while
in the fall, only nine percent had “strongly disagreed.”

Of morale, DOE survey respondents commented:

At the diviéion chief level, most show enthusiasm, below that I
frequently hear “all things pass.”

% X %k

Need more [training] on morale building.

% k %k

Large numbers of employees, while conceding that changes were
necessary, are still depressed and confused because they donot see how
the changes were worth the insults and stress they have suffered.

It also appears that the Superintendent did not fully understand what effects
the reorganization would have on the employees and work environment after the
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reorganization was complete. In astaff meetingon October 30, 1990, the Superintendent
told DOE employees that if they would “bear with [him] for a couple more months,” then:

I will guarantee you — I will guarantee you — that when [the
reorganization] is over, the work atmosphere, the collegiality, the
capacity tomake a difference will be the biggest reward that you've had
in your professional lives.

It will be a considerable challenge to build organizational morale to the level that the
Superintendent has predicted.

In addition to identifying employee morale as low, the spring 1991 survey also
indicated employee trust in management is very low (Table 4). While 31 percent of the
employees surveyed believe that agency leadership is good, only 12 percent believe that
employee trust in management is good. Furthermore, only 14 percent of employees
surveyed think that the organization will function as intended. Generally, it appears
that there is low trust that management will be able to accomplish the reorganizational
objectives — a factor which also seems to be contributing to low morale. Employees have
stated:

A climate of distrust exists and I'm not sure it will ever improve.

* k¥

Table 4

DOE Employee Attitudes
After Completion of the Hiring Process™

No

Agree %  Disagree %  QOpinion %
Agency leadership is good 31 43 26 (N=70)
Employee trust in
management is good 12 75 13 (N=71)
Employees believe that the
new organizational structure
will function as intended 14 71 15 (N=70)

*Data are from a follow-up survey to the rehired fall 1990 survey group as well as newly sampled May
1991 respondents.

Source: JLARC analysis of DOE employee surveys (surveys received during May, 1991)
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Theill will and bad feelings, lack of trust and confusion caused was not
worth what seems to be developing (new DOE).

® Kk %k

Enthusiasm and excitement are still missing. In general, employees
still seem to question trustworthiness of management in relationship
to job security.

% %k %

A significant number of former DOE employees survived the reorgani-
zation. They will not easily, or quickly, place trust in their new State
Superintendent. With each passing day that he fails to demonstrate
he can effectively lead, his task becomes more difficult. There is a

growing sense that this new agency will soon collapse . . . and that
employees at the levels where “work” is done, will again become the
victims.

Moreover, employee survey data indicates that large numbers of employees are
not convinced the new DOE is making progress toward meeting some key objectives of
the reorganization. Employees seem divided in opinion about whether they think the
reorganized department will bring improvement to the agency. For example, when
employees were asked in May for their “overall” opinion of the reorganized deparment,
25 percent think it will be “more effective and efficient”, 36 percent think it will be “less
effective and efficient”, and 39 percent think it will be “about the same as the former
department.” Employee opinions were also mixed when asked for their views about
whether the new DOE is advancing toward various objectives (Table 5).

It is apparent that morale, as well as employee trust in management, will need
to be improved if the department wants to be successful in convincing employees to adopt
to the new organizational operations set forth by the Superintendent. Similarly,
employees need to be convinced that DOE can effectively meet reorganizational objec-
tives. ‘

Factors Affecting Morale. Two factors which stem from the reorganization
appear tohave had a significant effect on employee morale: the competitive hiring process
and the apparent confusion about how employees and the agency are to carry out
responsibilities.

First, the extensive use of a competitive hiring process to fill department
positions appeared to negatively impact employee morale. One employee stated, that the
process was “at the least, stressful and, at the most, physically and pyschologically
harmful.” The department’s newly hired organizational trainer also said that she did not
think it would take as long to get the organization reoriented, if the employees were “in
a better emotional state.” She said that because of the massive reorganization, there are
a lot of bad feelings. Other employees have said of the hiring process:
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Table 5

DOE Employee Attitudes About
Whether DOE is Advancing Toward

Objectives
No

Minimizing bureaucracy 34 55 11 (N=67)
Empowering non-management
staff to make more decisions 42 48 10 (N=67)
Channeling, prioritizing, and
coordinating work 41 41 18 (N=66)
Minimizing distraction from ,
prioritized work 24 46 30 (N=67)
Coordinating inter-disciplinary .
functions across the agency for
more effective problem-solving 34 27 39 (N=67)
Effectively using the team
approach to carry out the
department’s work 33 30 37 (N=66)

Note: Data are from a follow-up survey to the rehired fall 1990 survey group as well as newly
sampled May 1991 respondents.

Source: JLARC analysis of DOE employee surveys (surveys received during May, 1991)

How can one possibly explain and appropriately describe the stress,
the strain, the long delays.

*k*k

I don’t believe people had tolose their jobs and go through the ‘rehiring’
process to effect this change.

*okk
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The hiring process was the most humiliating professional experience
I have ever had. ...

Some employees still appear unsure of their job security, and as a result have
stated they are afraid to take risks. One employee said:

Having been in effect told over the years that [employees] were doing
a good job, they now are uncertain that their definition of a good job is
consistent with that of management, and so feel continually threat-
ened by the possibility of being laid off or disciplined because they did
not meet some standard that they do not understand, or one that will
be applied for political reasons.

It is clear that employee attitudes were critically affected by a reorganization which
forced them to lose their job, reapply for a new position, and face the possibility of layoff.

Second, the current status of operations at the department also appears to be
contributing to low employee morale. Many employees surveyed appear to think that the
new system is not working as it should, largely because management has not provided
enough of the appropriate details about how the new organization will function. Some
employees have stated that the lack of definition in work processes has contributed to
lower morale. For example, employees said that minimal information has been available
on the status of former DOE functions and on performance evaluations. Employees seem
to question whether management has a clear plan for action. Furthermore, some
employees appear very frustrated by what they have seen of the RFP process. Employees
have said:

I believe that the majority of the department’s staff are having
difficulty understanding the concept . . . and how it can/will be applied
in a practical sense, to “doing work.” This is due in part, I believe, to
top management’s failure to provide the details and direction neces-
sary to successful implementation of the new model.

* % k

Each division chief has a different interpretation of the new process;
therefore communication to DOE employees is very inconsistent.

* %k %k

I agree with the basic concept of the reorganization, but am confused
about what my role is supposed to be.

It appears that a lack of understanding and confidence in the new organization
has contributed to low employee morale. Until employees believe the new system will
work, it will be difficult for employees to adopt the new process.
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Poor employee morale can be a temporary state, if the organization takes action
to effectively deal with the situation. However, the mere existence of such an apparently
extensive problem two months after the reorganization points to other aspects of the
reorganization that require management’s attention.

Under the new organization, the way in which work will be accomplished is
markedly different from the previous organization. Because most work now will be
accomplished through team projects, problemsin the selection and management of these
projects are likely to affect the organization’s overall success. The intent of the new
processis tochange the way employees think about problem solving and tostimulate new
ideas. However, since nearly all of the employees worked for the former DOE, in a highly
traditional work environment, adjustment to the new and very different work processes
has been difficult.

DOE intends to use the RFP process as a tool for managing projects. Since
initiating the RFP process in late March, the department has already made significant
revisions to that process. These changes in some cases are confusing to department
employees who are trying tolearn how the new processis supposed to work. An employee
responding to the JLARC survey stated that “the rules keep changing.”

One of the changes that has already been made is that team membership will
not be determined and identified in division chief proposals. By contrast, through the
beginning of May, competing project teams were formed and identified in the proposals.
This change in the RFP process was made, according to DOE management, because they
were receiving feedback that it was discouraging to employees to invest significant time
in proposal development and then not be part of the project. An intent of the change is
to reduce the use of staff time below the division chief level in proposal development.
However, some staff may decide that the earlier and the greater their input to a division
chiefin the proposal stage, the better their chances to be part of a project they want. In
this scenario, the use of staff time and competition may not be reduced much.

An assessment of the RFP and team processes as they currently exist at DOE
identified five problems; (1) the RFP process is time consuming, (2) the RFP process may
cause a delay or a reduction in service delivery to the field, (3) employees have concerns
about the RFP process, (4) there are conceptual problems with using an internal RFP
process, and (5) the complexity of agency operations that will exist if dozens or hundreds
of formal, multidisciplinary projects are created may be unmanageable.

Time Required for Processing RFPs. The RFP cycle, from the point at which an
“IDEA” paper is submitted to management to the point at which an RFP award is made,
is time consuming. Figure 9 shows the typical management review process of an “IDEA”
paper through the point of RFP award. Based on interviews with DOE staff and an
assessment of data on 44 RFPs that have been issued, it appears that the time frame that
can be expected for this cycle to occuris five to seven weeks. For example, once an “IDEA”
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Figure 9

Estimated Time for Completion
of Idea Paper and RFP Review
Prior to Workplan Development

Workplan development begins
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Source: JLARC discussion with DOE staff members, and review of DOE data on RFP awards made
as of May 15, 1991.

paper is submitted, it may take one week for management review. If the “IDEA” is
chosen, an RFP must be written, taking seven to ten days to post. After posting, division
chiefs are typically allowed two weeks to respond. After responses are submitted,
management on average takes two weeks to review proposals and make an award. Data
alsoindicates instances in which RFPs have been issued, but responses were not due for
several months. In such cases, the RFP cycle will be much more lengthy.

Despite the lengthy process, department management intends for the depart-
ment to perform the majority of its work through the RFP method of work distribution.
Thisis toinclude the transformation of former DOE work into RFP-based projects, as well
as additional projects developed from “IDEA” papers submitted to management. Most
division chiefs expect that over 75 percent of the work they will manage will be teamwork
that is defined through the RFP process. Therefore, the volume of “IDEA” papers and
RFPs which are expected to be reviewed by top management is large. With the
management time required for review of each “IDEA” and RFP, and with the volume of
work targeted to progress through the RFP cycle, there is a likelihood of delay from the
point of identified need to the point at which project implementation can begin.

Concerns have been expressed by management and employees that work to be
delegated to employees through the RFP process could “bottleneck” at the management
level. There are only a few top managers who write the RFPs and review the responses,
andin addition they must attend to their many other responsibilities. Staffare concerned
that the amount of time required for reviewing “IDEA” papers, writing RFPs for all
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project work in the department, and for reviewing RFP responses despite busy schedulcs,
could delay work from reaching front-line staff.

Employees indicate that to some degree, a bottleneck at the top is already
occurring. Employees surveyed in May indicated frustrations with the speed of the
process. This frustration appearedtobeincreased by a perception that many of the RFPs
written are unnecessary as they require the specific skills of only a select few in the
agency. For example, one RFP written required the use of complex information system
skills, and fairly obviously required the use of resources from the Information Systems
division. The RFP was awarded to the Information Systems division chief. The cost of
using internal competition for this work, and awarding it to the obvious candidate, was
a month delay in the start of project development. Aside from delaying development of
projects internal to the DOE, the RFP process may also delay service delivery to the local
school divisions.

FP Pr. May D rR Fi ryice Deli Local school
personnel and DOE employees alike have expressed concern that the RFP process may
delay direct service to the field. There is also a concern that service to the field could be
reduced if DOE management does not select “lDEA” papers submitted by local school
divisions.

When a school division is to receive assistance, they are to work through their
regional field service representative. The representative’s role is not to provide direct
assistance, but rather to act as a broker of services for the department. A rule of thumb
that the field service representatives report using is that if a school division’s need for
assistance requires more than two days of work, it should be written into an “IDEA” paper
and submitted to DOE management. DOE management will decide if it should become
an RFP, and the RFP process will begin.

Given the volume of “IDEA” papers and RFPs that management will potentially
have to review, and the length of time required to go through the RFP process, the
response time for addressing school division needs can become lengthy. Of this, school
division personnel said:

The current system of submitting proposals may prove to be too
cumbersome to increase effectiveness.

* K

I would envision less requests for assistance due to the RFP process
and the time which will be needed for assistance. School divisions that
need assistance immediately will not be able to receive it.

* k %

I wonder about the new system’s ability to respond in a timely and
relevant manner. If every time I went to my family physician, he
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referred my case to a variety of specialists (who would be chosen based
on theirproposal)it might take time for those people tobecome familiar
with my personal and medical history — if I lived that long.

Additionally, management can decide to not turn an “IDEA” paperinto an RFP,
in essence rejecting the school division’s need. The department has stated that its
philosophy under the reorganization is to always serve the customer, in this case the
school division. However, it is very likely that DOE management, being removed from
the situation, subject to tight monetary constraints, having to consider many “IDEA”
requests, and establishing their own priorities, will not respond to all field requests.
From this perspective, service to the field could be reduced.

Employee Concerns About the RFP Process. Based on employee survey com-
ments, it appears that there are employee concerns about various operations of the RFP
process. First, it appears that many employees think that the use of the RFP is
inappropriate for many mandated, technically specific, or smaller projects. Employees
have said:

Many RFPs written did not have to be.

#® %k %

The RFP process will be very effective in some areas . . . however it
appears cumbersome for established activities.

* ¥ ¥k

It is very obvious from the way the RFPs are written who should be in
charge of the project.

Second, some of the promised benefits of the RFP process donot appear to be real
to some employees. There is some cynicism about whether employees can really “self-
select” to be on a project, or that employees are empowered under the process. Some
employees say they are afraid not to join a team when asked, because they do not know
how that might affect their evaluations. Other employees have said that although they
may request to be on a project, the division chief decides whether the employee is assigned
to the project. Employees are concerned that staff who are familiar to or favorites of the
division chief will consistently be chosen, leaving others to work on projects they are less
interested in.

There is total control at the top — while there is perception of self
selectionbyindividuals, it’s only amask—one really doesn’t self-select
and work on a project. You can only express an interest, someone else
makes the selection.

Third, some employees believe that the RFP process has and will result in
increased distancing of, and reduced communication from, management. Some employ-
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ees fear less involvement with the overall mission by being removed from the work
processes of top management and from decision-making.

By recent directive, all proposals are to be "written" by division chiefs.
Taken literally this requirement will overload the chiefs, reduce the
creativity of proposals, further dis-empower the specialists, and re-
duce staff ‘ownership’ of projects.

* %k *k

An enormous amount of control has been concentrated in a few hands,
making the operational members a long and awkward distance from
these hands. Layers have been decreased, but restrictions have been

increased.

Fourth, some employees fear there will be a reduction in the opportunity to
develop in one’s area of expertise. Some employees perceive that if they are mostly
working on topical projects determined by the RE'P process, and which theirinvolvement
will be contingent upon being selected to be on those teams, they will have less experience
with and command of the overall picture in their area of expertise. They are concerned
that they will further lose their expertise by reduced involvement in liaison activities
with professional organizations. For example, department management is currently
planning to eliminate DOE'’s on-going participation in 42 advisory board and liaison
activities. These employees fear that the changes will distance them from understanding
and consequently helping with the specialty needs of their fields:

There is not any encouragement of professional development in your
specialized area— how does one stay aspecialist in [a field of expertise]
without staying on top of national trends?

Many employees surveyed seem to share a lot of concern about how the RFP
process of managing their work will affect them personnally. While it is understood that
it will take employees time to adjust to change, an abundance of negative experience,
such as operating a system that unintentionally causes poor working relationships or
provides minimal opportunity for specialty development, could hinder the working
environment and the success of the new organization.,

Conceptual Problems with DOE’s Internal RFP Process. DOE’s internal RFP

process was developed by adapting some private sector concepts (such as awarding work
through external RFP competition among several different firms), to create an internal
RFPsystem to administer agency operations. These concepts however, appear unproven
for use internal to an agency. Moreover, there are several reasons why it seems that the
RFP process should work better in private sector competition between consulting firms
than within a single organization.

One is that external private sector competition was developed as a way to
manage competition between firms that compete financially for the same highly desired
projects. Each firm is expected to complete a proposal in virtualisolation from the others.
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Individuals from different competing firms are not expected to collaborate with each
other, but rather to compete with each other. Therefore, there is no incentive to develop
collaborative ties between individuals in competing firms. In contrast, there oftenis a
need to develop collaborative ties between individuals within an organization, especially
when they are frequently but not always in competition with each other. Thus, it appears
at the new DOE the concept of competition could be in conflict with the need for
collaboration.

Second, the RFP process produces duplication of effort between firms in
developing proposals, but this duplication is an accepted risk in the private market.
Judging among different proposals is often the only way to make an informed decision
about who should be selected for a project. In contrast, although there may be competing
interest for a project within a single organization, there may be other means for making
an informed decision regarding who should perform the project, so that duplication of
effort, and use of staff time and resources is not wasted. Concern about wasted resources
is particularly important in connection with the operation of a State agency, because
resources are scarce.

Third, individualsin competing firms in the private sector often have a financial
incentive for participating in the RFP process. Whether the individuals get paid may
often be directly contingent upon whether they have the winning proposal. Moreover, if
an individual over-commits time to awarded projects, the individual also may be paid in
a greater amount as well. In contrast, employees in a State agency are generally paid a
salary, so there is no direct financial incentive to being awarded the projects since the
salary is paid regardless. )

Finally, the private market RFP process is self-selective regarding the kinds of
projects that are awarded. The RFP process works only for those projects that are so
highly desired that individuals or firms are willing to run the risk of producing a proposal.
If there is no competition, there is no need for the full RFP process, and an alternative
method is necessary for determining who shall carry out a project. Many necessary
projects or tasks that must be carried out within an organization may not be considered
desirable, and therefore would not be carried out if left up to the RFP process alone.

Department emphasis on team-based projects to encourage employees to think
differently about problems is commendable. But the RFP process, as currently imple-
mented, is a time intensive, resource consuming, inefficient process. There are concerns
that the perceived benefits of developing creative alternative approaches to project work
do not outweigh the negative effects of time delays, increased administrative burden, and
wasted resources used on proposals not chosen. Furthermore, one of the main goals of
the new organization is to be more responsive to the needs of the local school divisions.
Ifthe department must funnel large numbers of projects, which each take a considerable
period of time, through the RFP process, it is unlikely that the department will be able
to respond quickly to the needs of the school divisions.

Employees identified many concerns with the process, and minimal benefits

from using the process as a means of work distribution. Finally there appear to be some
conceptual problems with using the RFP process for determining internal agency
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operations. There also appears to be no proven model which would support the use of an
RFP process internal to a State agency.

Recommendation (3). The Department of Education should sharply
curb its use of the RFP process, until a thorough analysis of the process to date
hasbeen performed to determine if and when its use is appropriate for internal
agency operations. Such analysisshould include a data review of key elements
of the process. Pending completion of that analysis, DOE projects should be
assigned to appropriate division chiefs. To preserve the multidisciplinary
team approach, employees could still be given the opportunity to express
interest in working on projects, and such interest could be considered in

making assignments.

Recommendation (4). DOE management should create formal and
informal mechanisms for listening to employee suggestions and concerns
regarding new and future work processes. Management needs to be flexible
and adequately address compelling employee concerns, if the reorganized
department is to be effectively implemented over the short and long term.

Complexity of Team Operations. The operation and management of any large
organization is a complex task. Developing systems to efficiently and effectively manage
work for roughly 400 people so that the agency can meet a unified mission would be a
formidable undertaking. There have been criticisms that the former DOE did not
effectively perform that task. However, it is unclear whether the new DOE will
streamline operations to the point that the agency will be more effective and efficient
than the former organization.

Employees have remarked positively that there has been a reduction in vertical
layers of supervision at the new DOE. Employees have also appeared pleased with their
newfound opportunity to work with a variety of different people and specialties across the
agency. Employees have said:

The levels of supervision are decreased . ... Ilikethis....

sk

I am allowed much more independence which makes me happier and
more productive.

sk kk
Getting rid of the many levels of review of memos and letters was

terrific.

sk k
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We now have the ability to work across the various divisions and
disciplines and I think that can have a very positive impact.

However there are concerns about whether the use of teams as the primary
structure for managing and carrying out the majority of department work will allow for
generally better operations over the long run. In part because this key component of the
new organization has never been tested at the department, some skepticism exists as to
whether it can be effective department-wide. Some employees indicate that for some
units within the organization, emphasizing team-based operations does not always
appear appropriate.

Further, since the new organization is now “flatter,” there may be an
unmanageable increase in horizontal, interrelated activities. Itislikely the department
will experience management and supervisory problems with coordinating large numbers
of team activities. None of the agency’s top leadership has prior experience managing a
loose, constantly changing team-based organization. This process may eventually
overwhelm the department. Some DOE employees also expressed concern and frustra-
tion with the increase of horizontal layers (the number of project teams). There are
concerns that there will be inadequate communication across teams, and a potential
duplication of activities. Some employees said:

The lateral bureaucracy we have now is much worse than what we had
before.

K %k %k

The way the department is reorganized and things are done, there is
a possibility that no one has a big picture, we are all doing little pieces.

% *k %k

We are in the process of creating one of the most bureaucratic systems
that ever existed. ...

* % %

Management has approved some ideas for the RFP process that are
redundant, so that staff may end up working on the same issues
without any coordination of effort.

Another potential management challenge is the difficulty teams will have in
coordinating work activities. While this was not a consistently reported problem at the
present time, there is a likelihood that this will happen in the future as project
participationincreases. Forexample,ifanindividualis workingon three different teams
which have four members each, then a total of 12 schedules will need to be coordinated
at one time or another, when arranging team meetings. On-site visits to local school
systems could further complicate project scheduling. Figure 10 is a DOE graphic which
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Figure 10

Complexity of DOE Assignments and Scheduling
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Source:  Department of Education graphic.

shows how staff members will operate in teams, and illustrates the complexity of
assignments. An employee reports:

As a team leader, the process of scheduling meetings around team
member’s schedules is frustrating.

Postponements in team meetings due to conflicts in schedules may lead to work delays.

Theincrease in horizontal activities requires greater coordination among teams
to: (1) make sure there is not a duplication of efforts on various projects being performed
throughout the organization, (2) communicate what is happening in individual projects
to keep staff and management abreast of the “big picture”, and (3) make sure that
different teams do not deliver inconsistent messages to the field.
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An additional concern raised in DOE staff meetings is that staff are not fully
aware of what expertise is available to assist them outside of their divisions, when
creating multi-disciplinary teams. This is particularly important to know when team
members must be recruited or chosen based upon their expertise. Information on
employee expertise would also assist in directing phone calls and referrals and could be
valuable to regional service representatives and DOE-On-The-Line staff. Finally, for
new DOE employees it would serve to orient staff on the varied interests and expertise

of staff.

Recommendation (5). Since the effectiveness or efficiency of the new
DOE work processes have not been demonstrated in the department, the DOE
internal audit unit should monitor the management of projects, team-based
operations, and other daily work processes. Information should be provided
to the Superintendent on an ongoing basis.

Recommendation (6). The department should develop an internal
document arranged by division, which lists all personnel and respective phone
numbers, a concise curriculum vitae, and if applicable pertinent areas of
"employee interest. The document should also contain a list of state-wide or
national resources which could potentially help with team or project develop-
ment. The internal document should be updated routinely and distributed
department-wide.

Another major challenge facing the department’s leadership is evaluating the
performance of employees who are constantly rotating from team to team. The means by
which the department will conduct performance evaluations within the prescribed State
policy is still unclear. As late as May 10, 1991, the department referred to employee
evaluations as one of the “thorniest issues” facing the department. A May 10 manage-
ment newsletter to employees described a process in which staff of DOE’s human
resources office would develop and present a plan to the management group. “Once the
planis approved,” the newslettersaid, “meetings and training sessions will be held by the
human resources staff to share this information with employees.”

The department has stated that the division chiefs will be responsible for
evaluating most staff. The range in numbers of staff to be directly evaluated by each
division chief will vary, but could be as many as 35 or 40 professional staff. Since division
chiefs may not be consistently overseeing teams with the staff they are responsible for
evaluating, outside input is necessary to effectively evaluate the employee.

The department does recognize the need for this input, but to date is unsure how
this will be accomplished. Some division chiefs and the Superintendent have said the
department may evaluate each team member on the team product delivered after
completion. Who in addition to the division chief will participate in the evaluation
assessmentis unclear — the management group, team leader, field representative, local
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school personnel to which the project was delivered, other team members, or a specified
combination of these potential evaluators. Some say the employees will be evaluated
based on the number of projects in which they have participated. How and when input
will be delivered to the appropriate division chief performing the evaluation is also

unclear.

There are concerns about using the number of projects participatedin as amajor
factorin the evaluations. Some employees have been assigned a large percentage of work
that is outside of the RFP process, leaving them little time to participate in team projects.
Other employees have expressed a great deal of interest in a project but were not chosen
by the division chief to participate. Some employees have put significant effort into
helping a division chief develop a proposal for a project, but the division chief was not
awarded the project. Some employees do not think it sufficient to be evaluated largely
on a team product, and think attention should be given to the quantity and quality of the
individual’s performance. All of these considerations must be taken into account to fairly

evaluate an employee.

Employees have expressed concern over how they will be evaluated. Concern
stems from low trust in management, the fact that they are uncertain of the process to
be used, or that the division chief evaluating them could be far removed from an
employee’s work. There is alsoconcern that theinput from other units of the organization
to the division chiefs could be inconsistent and overwhelming. Some employee comments
are: :

It is not clear to me who is going to evaluate who against what.

* %k ¥

Some units are so large that the process may become a depersonalized,
number crunching activity . . ..

{I} believe it will be impossible for a division chief to know the
individual performance of employees who she may see at most once a
month in a called staff meeting.

% %k k

Many people believe that, as the department successfully circum-
vented state personnel regulations in reorganizing and (re)hiring, the
evaluation process will be as arbitrary. I for example, am concerned
that I will be evaluated by team leaders outside my area of expertise
who have not been trained to do such evaluation . ... I have no reason
tobelieve that regulations will protect me against arbitrary/capricious
evaluation based on a work process poorly worked out and understood
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Moreover, a majority of employees feel that they and their
performance evaluations, not management personnel, will pay the
price if reforms/reorganization fails to perform as advertised.

It is also likely that the uncertainty surrounding the employee evaluation process is a
contributing factor to low employee morale.

While the human resources unit of the department has been charged with the
responsibility to develop a model performance evaluation system, itis unclear when this
project will be complete. Most employees surveyed have little or noinformation about the
evaluation process, or when they expect to know more about it. The division chiefs
interviewed also expressed the same uncertainty.

The clear knowledge of how an employee will be evaluated is important. It
provides direction to the employee and clearly outlines expectations of them. It is the
means for holding employees accountable for their actions, and alsois animportant factor
to direciing employee behavior.

Recommendation (7). The department should immediately develop an
employee performance evaluation system that is consistent with State policies
but reflects the new organization’s goals and objectives. The system should
accomodate the uniqueness of different positions and units. For example, the
same degree of team participation cannot be expected in units with heavy on-
going responsibilities. The performance evaluation system should be updated
as the new organization changes and evolves.

ffi 1 i il

A fewissues have been raised regarding the appropriateness of current staffing
allocations made under the new department. Specifically those issues refer to(1) staffing
for vocational education, (2) staffing in teacher certification, (3) distribution of adminis-
trative support, and (4) manpower planning.

Staffing for Vocational Education. As aresult of reductions associated with the
reorganization, there are concerns about the adequacy of staffing levels in vocational
education. Related to this are concerns regarding the future role of vocational education
under the new DOE.

The number of vocational education positions allocated to the new DOE have
been reduced by at least 50 percent from the former DOE. Department management has
reasoned in part that the staffing reductions can be made up by multidisciplinary teams
that will be used to provide assistance. The reduced number of vocational education
specialists could be compensated through the use of team members from various other
specialties. It is unclear, however, whether such a large reduction in force was
appropriate for vocational education.
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The local school division personnel in vocational education that were surveyed
expressed concern over the potential impact of the reorganization on vocational educa-
tion, including the reduction in vocational education staffing. Many are worried that
such actions may signal a misplaced emphasis by DOE on academic education that will
hurt valuable vocational education opportunities for some students. One respondent

said:

I am seriously concerned about the role of vocational education in this
reorganization . . . . Everything we hear from employers is that
students need more of the skills we provide .. .. Idon’t think people
understand how many basic skills we teach in addition to job-related

skills.

In apparent contrast to DOE’s actions, it appears that over the next ten years
there will be a growth in Virginia employment that requires skills taught through
vocational education. The recently issued Workforce 2000 report by the Virginia
Employment Commission, indicates that many of Virginia’s ten fastest growing occupa-
tions require preparation that could be taught or enhanced through vocational education
programs. Furthermore, most of the occupations listed as “Virginia’s Ten Occupations
Providing Most Openings 1988-2000" do not require a college education. However
students pursuing such employment after graduation will need to be prepared with
proper skills to obtain this employment. It seems apparent that assistance will be
necessary to help schools meet employer needs over the next ten years.

Finally, some members of the General Assembly have indicated their strong
interest in vocational education. During the reorganization process, some members
indicated to the Superintendent that they were concerned about DOE’s plans for
vocational education. It appears therefore that some assessment should be made as to
whether the current level of vocational education staffingis appropriate tomeet the State
needs over the next decade.

Recommendation (8). A reassessment should be made of the
department’s role in vocational education. A review should include an assess-
ment of needs as perceived by the local school divisions, as well as the business
community. The resultsof this review should be used to define the department’s
future vocational education program goals and staffing levels within the
context of the State’s overall policy on vocational education.

Staffing in Teacher Certification. Another area where the staffing level may
have been inappropriately reduced as a result of the reorganization is in the teacher
certification unit located in the Compliance/Coordination division. It appears that when
the department was determining unit staffing levels for the reorganization, it was based
upon estimated need. However, the department may have not adequately predicted the
amount of staffing resources required for this unit.

According to the supervisor of the unit, the internal audit unit of the department
previously concluded that the teacher certification unit needed to be more automated and

62



have more personnel, but staff were instead cut under the reorganization. Some
management and various employees report that staff in this area continue to be
overwhelmed with work. The unit reports a daily workload of hundreds of requests by
phone and incoming mail.

A respondent to the DOE employee survey commented in May, “This area does
not have the proper staff, running 2-4 monthsbehind their work. I get complaints every
day from teachers about their certificates taking so long to be processed.”

Recommendation (9). A reassessment should be made of the staffing in
the teacher certification area. A review of the typical workload should be
compared to the expected degree of person-hours necessary to complete that
work. This information should be shared with the pertinent staff of the
Compliance/Coordination division. If information shows this area under-
staffed, a redistribution of department staff should be considered to alleviate
the problem.

Workload Allocations for Secretarial Staff. The concept under which secretarial
support is provided in the new organization is different from the method used by the old
organization. In the new organization, clerical staff have been assigned to work for a
particulardivision, not a particularindividual, with the exception of secretaries assigned
to management positions at the division chieflevel and above. Within the divisions, the
lead secretary is typically the executive secretary who has been assigned to work directly
for the division chief.

The lead secretary is responsible for channeling all work required by division
staff to the other secretaries in the division. Professional staff give secretarial requests
to the lead secretary. The lead secretary funnels the work to the other secretarial staff,
based upon their workload level or expertise. The department believes that the use of this
“pool” system will be a more efficient means to provide support. The department has also
developed a four-person “In-House Temporary” secretarial pool service. This group is
used to provide secretarial services to divisions that need additional, but temporary
support services.

In the early phases of the new organization, the department appears to be
having problems with the distribution of workload to secretarial staff. Some secretarial
staff report a backlog of work. In some cases, it appears to secretarial staff that an
imbalance of work exists. Professional employees surveyed report that in some areas
they do not have enough secretarial support to handle phone calls and other needs. Yet
the average ratio across divisions of professional staff per clerical staff person, 3.75 to 1,
does not appear to be high. Thus, employee concerns appear to indicate that either the
department has not yet developed an efficient system for handling secretarial workload,
or that there may be problems with the number of clerical staff that have been allocated
to particular divisions.

Recommendation (10). The department’s internal audit unit should
perform a review to determine if the system of allocating workload to secre-
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tarial support staff is working, and make recommendations for improvements.
Since the department’s allocations of secretarial support staff to divisions
were determined based on anticipated needs, internal audit should consider
whether there are staffing imbalances at the division level, indicating that
some redistribution of secretarial staff between particular divisions may be

necessary.

Manpower Planning. Many of the division chiefs indicated that during the
course of the reorganization they worked holidays, weekends, and long evenings to
accomplish what was necessary. Several indicated that even after the reorganization,
the workload has not significantly lessened. Division chiefs still have many responsibili-
ties which require significant time in performing their jobs. They have large staffs for
which they are at least administratively accountable (on average, more than 25 profes-
sional staff per division), which will be a substantial responsibility in areas such as
performance evaluations.

Also, as will be discussed in the next section, field service representatives
indicate that their responsibilites could require them to work well beyond the 40-hour
work week. Continued expectations of the sort currently experienced by the division
chiefs and field service representatives could lead to burn-out and turnover.

Furthermore, department staffhave all been redistributed based upon expected
needs of the new department. In actuality, the needs may prove to be different. An
imbalance of workload, or over or understaffing of some on-going functions, may resuit.
The reorganization itself may have workload effects that are unanticipated, such as
effects on staff that are considered “unaffected” by the reorganization. For example, the
accounting and finance unit indicates that due to the reorganization, the unit’s workload
will increase to implement a new accounting system organized according to the
department’s project team (RFP) codes. For all these reasons, the department needs to
keep data on time allocations and workload as part of a manpower planning effort.

DOE management indicates that the former department did not collect and
maintain information on employee workload which could be used for planning. Indeed,
most records of this nature were kept for federal reporting requirements only, and were
sometimes inadequate for that purpose. Currently, department management has
indicated that it plans to develop a new system for measuring individual time allocation.
An RFPhasbeenissued todoso. DOE management hasreported thatit needs the system
because it wants to improve the reporting of time spent on federal work — if done more
completely, it may increase federal revenue.

However, the department should plan to use the new system of recordkeeping
for agency manpower planning, not just federal reporting requirements. The RFP for a
time and attendance system lists the collection of data for analysis on projects and on-
going functions as the third objective of the RFP. There is a concern, however, that this
objective may not be realized. Ininterviews with JLARC staff, division chiefs expressed
the view that the development of time allocation data is a necessary nuisance to meet
federal requirements, but none expressed an interest in the data for planning and

analytical purposes.
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In a newly established organization, such data could be especially valuable in
assessing organizational operations. Data could be collected that provide insights into
matters such as time spent on project development, project implementation, assigned
functions, travel, training, administrative tasks, and other activities. Weekly time data
should be analyzed by management on a periodic basis to assist in work and staff
planning. It may help indicate whether staff time is being appropriately allocated to
organizational priorities. Analysis may also indicate whether particular units or staff
appear to be consistently overworked or underworked. Since the staff were redistributed
in the reorganized department based soley upon expected needs, such data could prove
useful in determining future department needs, and would allow for a more methodical
and planned approach to staffing.

Recommendation (11). Included in the department’s new system of
time allocation record keeping should be a method for recording time spent on
projectdevelopment, projectimplementation, assigned functions, travel, train-
ing, administrative tasks, and other activities. Analysis of these records should
be performed periodically, by division, and department-wide. Creating this
system should be a priority, so that if data indicates, appropriate staffing
adjustments can be made to the new organization as soon as possible.

rvi . i ith

Service delivery to the local school divisions will be radically different under the
new DOE than in the past. The department has created ten regional field service
representative positions and abolished the six regional offices of the former DOE. This
new arrangement offers a perceived benefit of providing the department with a broad-
based link to the school divisions. Figure 11 illustrates the ten new regions created for
each field representative.

The focus of changing the department’s method for service delivery has been to
create a system whereby the department may better serve the needs of the field, by
offering more tailored and expedient assistance. While most local school personnel
surveyed appear willing to work with the new concept and are hopeful that it will work,
there is a lot of uncertainty. Despite the concerted effort that has been made to change
the system tobetter meet field needs, three areas of concern exist which could hinder field
service delivery under the new organization: (1) the adequacy of field service represen-
tation, (2) the need for some field representative involvement with team projects, and (3)
travel.

Adequacy of Field Service Representation. Prior to the reorganization, DOE

operated six regional offices that were staffed in a seemingly haphazard way. The
number of staff varied at each regional office, as did the specialties (most staff however,
were connected to vocational education). The Price Waterhouse report recommended
that DOE consolidate its regional offices into one major office in the Western part of the
State.
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Figure 11
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Instead, DOE chose to create an alternate field organization as part of the
reorganization. With the new system, the State has been divided into ten regions, with
one regional representative assigned to each region. To perform their duties and
functions, regional representatives expect to be out of their offices three or four days of
every week, “on the road” visiting the different school divisions and making contacts with
various related groups, such as parents, advisory boards, and community associations.

The distances that representatives must travel to each school division can vary.
In most cases, the greatest distance from each regional representative’s office is typically
between 60 to 100 miles. In addition, the regional representatives expect to travel to
Richmond on a periodic basis. The time involved for regional representative travel to
their various destinations will likely affect how much field “work” can be accomplished

each week.

Yet in addition to being out in the field, the representatives need to spend time
in their offices. Office time needs to be spent studying data on the schools in the region
and education research findings, finding department resources to address school division
needs, responding to phone messages, initiating contacts and networking in the commu-
nity, issuing correspondence, monitoring projects, and addressing the needs of their

division chief.
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Too little is known about whether one field service representative is adequate
toserve each region. Thereis the potential forimbalance of field representative workload
across regions. This may occur iflocal demands upon the field representatives are based
on the number of divisions served and complexity of educational services provided, rather
than on the relative “needs” of the schools. There is some concern thatin thelarge regions
one field service representative will not be enough to adequately meet school division
needs. Local school division personnel surveyed said:

I have a concern of the time factor for one person to serve several
divisions.

There will be only one person serving the area. His accountability will
be limited. Idon’t think resource people will be as available to assist
him as DOE suggests.

Many regional representatives report they currently work well beyond a 40 hour work
week to meet the demands of their job. Some of the field service representatives report
they are overwhelmed with work, one saying “there could easily be three of me, and I'd
still be a little bit behind”.

Recommendation (12). After a reasonable period of time, the depart-
ment should reassess and evaluate the staffing level and operations of the
regional service representative program to determine if it is adequately
meeting the new department’s objectives. The evaluation should include an
analysis of whether the service representative is the optimal form of staffing
for primary regional contact, or whether regional specialists should also be
considered.

Field Representative Involvement with Team Projects. The department has

stated that the new method of field operations should provide for more tailored assistance
to the school divisions. However, a concern that has surfaced from interviews with
regional representatives, is that there is no established expectation that DOE teams will
meet with representatives prior to their performing project work in the field.

Some DOE regional representatives have said that once a RFP (for a project to
be performed in their region) has been awarded and a team created, they expect the team
to perform its work in the region without regional representative involvement. Others
have said that they would meet with teams as a courtesy, but there was no formal
mechanism established for this communication.

However it is unclear at this time whether teams sent to a particular school
division will fully understand the problem and its history based upon the RFP written.
If the department is to provide tailored services effectively, the regional field service
representatives should meet or at a minimum speak with each team awarded a project
in their regions, prior to the development of projects.
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Recommendation (13). The regional field service representative should
meet with each team or team leader sent to work on a project in their regions,
before the development of the project. There should be communication about
the field representative’s knowledge of the needs of the region with staff
members sent to provide assistance. The field representative may also wish to
be involved in coordinating meetings with the appropriate local school divi-
sion personnel and the project team, for more targeted and efficient service.
The field servicerepresentative should be provided with regular statusreports
on projects in his or her area.

Travel Needs May Be Querwhelming. DOE central office staff travel to

individual school divisions will increase, because regional office staff specialists nolonger
exist. Each time that a field-related RFP project is awarded to a team, it is likely that
the team will travel to the school division to provide assistance. Since it is expected that
the school divisions in the southwest portion of the State will require significant
assistance, a great amount of DOE staff time may be spent traveling. This process will
delay assistance to the school division, and creates more “down” time for DOE staffon the
road. Also, this will pull DOE staff away from their duties at the office, increase nights
away from home and thus expenses to cover the transportation and lodging costs.

DOE employees surveyed expressed concern over the increased travel required
of them: '

I am concerned that school divisions outside of a two and one-half to
three hour trip may not receive the assistance and attention they
deserve. In afive day work week one to two days would be needed for
travel to places in far southwest.

% %k %k

The new department has eliminated all field offices and also all
geographic areas of responsibility . . .. We will have much more down
time as we spend whole days traveling to far areas and back again
.... The expense to the department will also be much greater because
of the increased mileage and over-night lodging and meals.

The expectation is that increased travel will be necessary to provide needed
services tothe field. However, in a time of fiscal constraint, travel funding may be limited.
There is concern that tight travel budgets could dictate reduced service to the field,
perhaps causing less service from the new department than the former department. Yet
if the department’s new operational arrangement causes an excessive amount of travel,
then an adjustment of the operational arrangement may be required rather than an
upward adjustment of the travel budget.

Recommendation (14). The department should perform a review to
determine if, under the new DOE school divisions are receiving adequate
amounts of customized, on-site assistance; and whether adequate levels of
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assistance can be provided without excessive travel costs. If travel to the
southwest under the current system proves costly, the department may want
to consider a regional satellite office to be staffed with specialists, in the
southwest portion of the State.

NEED TO DEVELOP A DETAILED PLAN FOR AGENCY OPERATION

This chapter has reviewed several areas regarding the new department’s
present and intended mode of operations. To some degree, the specific problems
identified appear to be symptomatic of an overall lack of management focus and
specificity about the operations of the new department. It would appear that the agency
would be better able to measure and accomplish its mission if managment would develop
and utilize operational goals and objectives. Further, the agency would appear tooperate
better, and could improve morale, if management developed and communicated a
detailed plan for daily operations consistent with the new organizational concept.

ion 1s and Obiecti

The department has taken steps to inventory all functions it plans to continue
from the old department. Beyond that, the department plans torely upon the submission
of “IDEA” papers to determine the content of most of the agency’s work. This approach
may keep the department aware of the work desired by its clients. But what the
department appears to lack is a mechanism for guiding this varied and complex work,
coming from diverse environments throughout the State, to a unified focus.

The RFP process, for example, is inadequate to provide focus. Through the RFP
process, DOE management plans to determine whether the work will be performed, as
“IDEA” papers arrive throughout the year. Itis hard to understand how decisions made
in this ad-hoc manner, based upon the priorities at the time of review, can amount to a
focused concept or plan for providing educational leadership for the State. Employee
survey results reflect concern about this lack of focus. Employees do not know what the
new department or their division will be doing, what projects will be available, or what
their role or contribution will be.

IfDOEis tobe effective and meet its new mission, it appears that the agency will
need to better define its operational goals and objectives. Clear goals and objectives that
are aligned with the agency mission ought to be established on an annual basis for each
of the agency’s functional areas (for example, adolescent education) to provide for an
agency-wide focus or plan. Divisional staff should have input into the plan, to increase
its completeness and to increase employee involvement, understanding, and acceptance
of the work that is expected.

In developing objectives for each functional area, the department should seek
to anticipate and define as much of its workload as possible. Then the department should
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determine the type and extent of services it is to provide. For example, the department
may determine that a key objective for early childhood education is to provide tailored,
on-site technical assistance to school divisions with the greatest need. The department
may decide that 50 percent of the activities in the early childhood education functional
area should center on providing on-site assistance to school divisions.

The department should set realistic targets for how much can be provided in
each objective area, by weighing the amount of service to be provided, against on-going
administrative functions that must be performed and the other various initiatives
planned. So for example, the department may determine that for early childhood
education, 50 percent of the agency’s efforts should be spent meeting objectives to provide
technical assistance in school divisions, 20 percent should be spent meeting specified
objectives for programs for four year olds, and so on.

From an agency perspective, the department should also consider in its overall
plan whether the proportion of DOE resources should be evenly split among the ten
divisional areas, or whetherin a particular year, more emphasis should be placed on early
childhood education, for example, than on some of the other areas. So while objectives
may be set within each functional area, objectives can alsobe set agency-wide as to which
functional areas may or may not be emphasized during a particular year.

Using a system in which the department’s priorities or objectives have been
identified by functional area would help top management to make more focused
decisions. This is particularly important, since top management appears to bear most
of the burden of determining the work for the entire agency. Using the current system,
management has little certainty in making decisions by submitted project whether a
more apppropriate project will be requested after the fact. If management were to obtain
a comprehensive overview of the workload, and plan specific priorities in each division
or functional area, itis likely that management will be better able to coordinate and focus
its resources. It is also more likely that after conceptualizing how the work of the agency
is to fit together to meet the agency mission, management will be better able to recognize
and measure their achievements.

In addition, agency-wide planning of objectives would assist individual employ-
ees in planning their time, and their understanding as to how they can work to meet the
agency mission. Ifstaff do not know agency plans and priorities, then it seems likely that
their ability to perform will be impaired.

Recommendation (15). The department should assess its potential
workload each year. Based upon its workload, DOE should develop clear goals,
objectives, and strategies for the agency and for each functional (division)
area. Objectives should contain estimates or targets describing the amount of
work effort to be spent on accomplishing each objective within each divisional
area. Once the objectives are developed for each functional area, a review
should be made from an agency perspective, as to whether priorities exist
among each of the functional areas. Once completed, a planning document
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should be developed and distributed to employees, and interested clientele.
This document should be updated on an annual basis. The department should
also develop a system to keep track of issued projects, to maintain appropriate
work in each target area.

When an organization undergoes reorganization, a detailed plan of action,
listing steps to be taken on how to accomplish work, is important to the success of an
organization. A plan of action should be concrete, and focused on “today”. Itis not enough
toexplain a vision, but specific actions must be defined for employees so that future issues
are more tangible.

American Management Association literature also reports that most people
within organizations seem to relate better to specific objectives rather than a broad
vision. They report research has shown that.:

although a high percentage of organizational leaders are "intuitive
types", about three quarters of employees in most large organizations
are ‘sensation types’. These are present - rather than future-oriented
individuals who do not use intuition as often as intujtive types and who
are not as impressed by its results. The vision must therefore be
supplemented by a clear plan, and the big picture by many small
examples, if the majority of employees are going to accept them
(“Managing Organizational Transitions,” Organizational Dynamics,
Summer 1986).

A review of the spring 1991 DOE employee survey indicates that specific
information about how the new agency is to perform its work responsibilities was lacking.
Employees generally indicated that they understood the concepts behind the new work
processes, but have not understood how to translate that to their work, or to many of the
agency’s responsibilities that must be carried out. Some employees said:

There is a vision which has merit, but it has to be operationalized.

dokek

I have positive feelings about the team work, but the department’s
work is still unclear.

* kK

A change was needed and I hear some interesting things being
proposed, however, unless the leaders get themselves organized, I fear
this entire experiment will go down in flames.
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It appears that many areas of operation within the new organization are
ambiguous to employees. As has already been discussed in the previous sections,
employees appear unclear about the RFP operations, and have little idea as to how their
performance will be evaluated. Other areas requiring specificity are:

* Uncertainty about which functions are to be performed on an individual basis,
and which functions are to be handled through the team process

* Employees who have substantial responsibilities for ongoing functions appear
unsure about what is expected of them in terms of team project involvement

* Employees seem unclear about how they are to provide assistance to school
divisions when called, and when they should involve the regional field service
representative, as school divisions contact them

* Employees seem unclear about some internal agency operations. When
assistanceis needed from other units within the DOE, some employees appear
unclear as to how to go about getting it under the new framework.

Such questions, even though they may seem quite detailed, need to be answered
affirmatively for employees. They should be written down as guidelines for operation, so
that employees know how to handle certain situations, and so that practices are carried
out consistently. Furthermore, where appropriate, such guidelines for operation should
be communicated to the local school divisions.

Employees should be involved on an agency-wide basis, in identifying areas of
ambiguity in operations so that questions can be addressed. Solutions should be
developed to clarify ambiguities uniformly across the agency. An implementation plan
directing the reorganization from this point forward, which appropriately addresses the
concerns outlined throughout this report and by DOE employees, should be developed.

Recommendation (16). The department should develop a detailed
implementation plan explaining how the reorganized agency will operate. The
plan should not just contain a vision of how the agency will function, but should
include operational procedures which outline what work will be performed
and how the agency will carry out all of its work and constitutional responsi-
bilities. The department should present a summary of this plan to General
Assembly standing committees on education before the 1992 Session. At that
time, the department should be prepared with evidence to explain how and
why these operational procedures are working effectively.
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IV. Education Accountability
after the Reorganization

Virginia’s Constitution establishes a framework of accountability for the achieve-
ment of quality in education. Under that framework, the General Assembly is to “seek
to ensure that an educational program of high quality is established and continually
maintained.” In addition, the State Board of Education is to determine and prescribe
“Standards of quality [SOQ] for the several school divisions... subject only torevision only
by the General Assembly.” The standards are enacted into State law, and each school
division is required to meet the SOQ requirements.

Because of the constitutional requirements, the General Assembly and the
State Board of Education have a unique and particular interest in the compliance of local
school divisions with State standards and regulations. The General Assembly provides
substantial State funding for the Standards of Quality (more than two billion dollars in
FY 1991), and has an interest in seeing that State funds are spent to help meet the SOQ.

The Board of Education is given the constitutional responsibility to:

make annual reports to the Governor and the General Assembly
concerning the condition and needs of publiceducationin the Common-
wealth, and shall in such report identify any school divisions which
have failed to establish and maintain schools meeting the prescribed
standards of quality.

If the Board determines that a school division refuses to comply with any standard, the
State’s SOQ statute requires that the Board notify the Attorney General. In the name
of the Board, the Attorney General is tofile a petition for a writ of mandamusin the circuit
court with jurisdiciton “directing and requiring compliance with such standards.”

The Board of Education itself does not have the resources to assess the
conditions, needs, and compliance of school divisions. This was understood by the
Commission on the Constitutional Revision, which wrote in its report that “the Board is
to take the initiative, with the assistance of the Superintendent of Public Instruction,”
in effecting this provision. The Superintendent manages DOE, including its compliance
resources. Prior to the reorganization, DOE had a Division of Program Compliance
composed of three major sections: school accreditation and evaluation, administrative
review, and special education compliance. In addition, other DOE units, such as the pupil
transportation unit, performed some compliance activities.

Management of the reorganized Department of Education does not appear to
call into question the constitutional framework of accountability. However, department
management would like to see major changes in what the SOQ require of school divisions,
by emphasizing outcome measures rather than input standards. DOE management has
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alsochanged DOE’s mission and sought toreduce the agency compliance role through the
reorganization.

The department needs to chart 2 more balanced approach to ensuring educa-
tional accountability. This chapter raises four accountability issues related to the
activities of the new DOE. These issues are the adequacy of DOE’s intended short-term
compliance role; the feasibility and time frame for developing a complete outcome
accountability system; concerns that DOE may undervalue a comprehensive approach to
standard-setting; and concerns that DOE has not operationalized its new mission.

DOE NEEDS TO CHART A BALANCED COMPLIANCE ROLE

DOE has indicated that an impetus for the reorganization was the need to have
a new structure in place in order to accomplish what DOE management believes are
necessary reforms in education. Part of the department’s plans for reform include
changes to the SOQ and the Standards of Accreditation, with the increased use of
outcome standards and the elimination or reduction in process and resource standards.
However, it appears that substantial time and work will be required before the
department’s proposed changes will become a realistic alternative for the Board of
Education and the General Assembly to implement. Therefore, the Board and the
General Assembly still have a need to see that existing standards are enforced.

The new department has taken two actions that raise questions about its
capability and intent to seek school division compliance with existing standards. First,
in the new “Compliance and Coordination” division, which contains nine federally-
funded positions for Federal Program Monitoring, only two staff have been allocated by
the department for State compliance activity. The two positions are to oversee the entire
State’s school accreditation process. This represents a decrease of three positions from
the five positions the former department had in school accreditation and evaluation.

Second, during 1990-91, the department proceeded with the elimination of on-
site reviews for compliance with SOQ, accreditation, and other selected State regula-
tions. The plan to eliminate the reviews originated before the arrival of the current
Superintendent. In February of 1990, DOE’s former Superintendent, acting as Interim
Superintendent, sent a memo to the school divisions announcing that as part of a
transition to an outcome accountability system:

The administrative reviews of school divisions during 1990-91 will
entail on-site monitoring of only the federally funded programs which
the [department] has an obligation to monitor for compliance with
applicable regulations. State required programs (Standards of Qual-
ity, Standards for Accreditation, gifted education, and selected regula-
tions) will, for [department] purposes, be monitored via a single report

.. This procedure is planned to eliminate the need for on-site

monitoring in these areas . . ..
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Before the reorganization, the department had four staff in administrative review
services, and these staff coordinated and participated in on-site reviews for compliance
with State and federal standards. Administrative reviews were ended by the new
department in the fall of 1990, and the staff positions were eliminated during the
reorganization process in March of 1991,

The new department has several arguments supporting its decisions to allocate
only two positions to broad-based compliance efforts and to proceed with the elimination
of on-site reviews of State compliance. The department believes that its attention should
be focused on outcome accountability. The department also believes that adequate
compliance can be achieved by reviewing data submitted by the divisions, as well as
through the use of other DOE staff outside of the compliance division.

Specifically, the principal of a school submits an accreditation report annually
through the division superintendent to DOE, on a form provided by the department. The
report reflects the principal’s assessment of whether the school meets each of the
accreditationitems. Also provided to the department are teacher assignment data (such
as classroom sizes). The role of DOE’s two school accreditation staff will be to review the
data for areas of non-compliance. Thisis regarded by DOE as more efficient than on-site
reviews. In addition, the department has other employees, such as pupil transportation
staffin the support division, who may perform compliance work, such as checking to see
that transportation safety standards are met. The division chief also indicated that the
regional field service representatives will provide the State with an on-site presence and
can report problems.

It is important that the department make efficient use of the data it collects for
compliance purposes. Itis appropriate for the department to have a capability to use the
teacher daily assignment data to readily identify classes, for example, that appear to be
operating with more pupils than are permitted by the standards.

However, the lack of a periodic on-site State presence to verify the data
submitted and review for compliance with SOQ and accreditation items is an area of
particular concern. At present, it appears that the school principal and the local
superintendent control the outcome of the State’s accreditation process, while the State
has a minimal role. The department’s apparent lack of an adequate compliance role
needs to be addressed.

Recommendation (17). The Department of Education should report to
the 1992 session of the General Assembly on the steps it will take to verify the
self-reported local school division data submitted for the SOQ and accredita-
tion processes.

Recommendation (18). The Board of Education should determine
whether the department’s compliance activities and capabilities are sufficient
to meet its constitutional and statutory requirements.
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COMPREHENSIVE OUTCOME ACCOUNTABILITY
IS A DISTANT, UNCERTAIN GOAL

Since 1972, when the new Constitution was adopted, the State has generally
movedin a direction of advancing and increasing the comprehensiveness ofits standards
of quality education. This appears to have been consistent with the vision of the
Commission on the Constitutional Revision. The Commission’s 1969 report states that
with respect to the SOQ, “the language of ‘high quality’ is intended to convey the idea of
a progressively higher statewide standard, achievable under present conditions, but to
be advanced as resources and circumstances permit.”

During the first 10 to 15 years of the SOQ, standards focused mostly on inputs
(or minimum resources required), the availability of programs, and the use of processes,
such as the need for public planning and involvement. In recent years, there has been
an increasing emphasis in the SOQ on what is to be learned (for example, Standards of
Learning), and outcome assessments, such as test results (for example, Virginia State
Assessment Program Tests, literacy passport tests, and the development of criteria for
the assessment of school effectiveness). Even during the recent period of increased focus
onoutcome assessment, however, input requirements, such as pupil-teacherratios, have
been retained and in some cases strengthened.

The new Department of Education has been restructured by the Superinten-
dent of Public Instruction both to accelerate the recent trend in the SOQ of holding
divisions accountable for performance, and to achieve an objective of reducing other types
of standards and compliance activities. However, there are questions about the
feasibility and time frame that will be required to develop an outcome system that is fully
adequate for accountability purposes.

DOE Plans to Focus on Qutcomes

The department’s intended approach to outcomes appears to expand upon
several recommendations from the February 1991 report of the Governor’s Commission
on Educational Opportunity for All Virginians. Recommendations of the commission
included:

 that the SOQ and the standards of accreditation be redefined over the
next five years, with a focus on outcomes

¢ that “ultimately, input standards should become suggested guides
but not mandates”

¢ that DOE and others should “refocus and restructure the elementary
level of education”

* that DOE should establish a pilot program to experiment with
innovative school practices.
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The department has a two-pronged approach to changing existing standards.
The first component is the Qutcome Accountability Program (OAP), which provides
outcome indicators. It was formerly known as the Education Performance Recognition
Program (EPR) during its period of development at Virginia Commonwealth University,
but has been renamed OAP since the transfer of the program to the Department of
Education. '

The second component is a pilot program that is being developed under the
auspices of the Superintendent’s plan to “reconceptualize” education from kindergarten
through grade 12. This component is intended to provide an approach to identifying
instructional strategies that promote good student outcomes, as well as to provide a
vehicle for changing the State SOQ.

Qutcome Accountability Program (OAP). The Outcome Accountability Program

is designed to provide a set of indicators for which data can be collected, and analyses
performed, to compare the performance of school divisions. The OAP originated from a
recommendation of the 1986 Commission on Excellence in Education that outcome
indicator criteria be developed as a means of holding school divisions accountable. A
project to address the recommendation was developed through a contract with Virginia
Commonwealth University and in cooperation with the Virginia Department of Educa-
tion.

As of April of 1991, data had been collected from all school divisions for 61
outcome indicators. Of these indicators, 11 were considered inappropriate for use for a
variety of reasons, including problems with data quality. The remaining 50 indicators
were presented to the Board of Education for their reviewin April, 1991. Twelve of these
indicators were presented for informational purposes; the other 38 indicators are under
consideration for school division accountability purposes.

Table 6 shows how the OAP indicators are divided into seven broad categories,
and the number of indicators in each category that are currently under consideration.
Examples of indicator statistics by which a school division or school may be held
accountable include various test score statistics (such as SAT scores and the Virginia
State Assessment Program Tests) under the category of “preparing students for college.”
Under the category of “preparing students for work,” an indicator for students with no
plans for further education is the percentage who have completed a vocational education
training program.

The Board of Education expressed support for the OAP, and for the continuation
of its development, at an April 1991 planning session. One of the activities underway is
an assessment of data at the individual school level, in addition to the school division
level. Also, the Board has indicated that “the Department is to continue working on
strategies to incorporate the outcome indicators into the accreditation process.”

Pilot Program to “Reconceptualize” Education. As part of the April 1991 Board
of Education planning session, the department presented a proposal to “reconceptualize”
elementary and secondary education. The proposal appears to include a strategy for
replacing many current standards with outcome standards.
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Table 6

Categories and Number of Accountability Indicators
in the Outcome Accountability Program (OAP)

Number of
Accountability

Category Indicators
(1) Preparing students for college 8
(2) Preparing students for work 4
(3) Increasing the graduation rate 7

(4) Increasing special education

skills and opportunities 5
(5) Educating elementary school students 5
"~ (6) Educating middle school students 4
(7) Educating secondary school students 5
38

Source:  Department of Education materials on OAP, April-May, 1991.

The department’s proposal involves a contract between the State and local
schools that are part of the pilot. The pilot schools are to implement certain educational
practices that are new to them, but consistent with the philosophy of the Board of
Education and DOE. In exchange, the schools will receive training and support in the
initiative from DOE, and additional funding from the State necessary to implement the
initiative. Further, the State is to set aside existing State standards for the pilot schools
during the time frame of the initiative.

The department will conduct research on the effects of the changes that are
made in the schools’ educational practices. Practices that are effective in producing good
outcomes are to be identified relative to the conditions that appear to foster their
effectiveness. Best practices could be written into the standards as instructional
strategies to achieve expected outcomes (such as OAP). Process and resource standards

could be eliminated.
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DOE'’s proposal to the Board in April was to use a pilot approach involving
approximately 45 schools, at an estimated cost of $300,000 per school. That approach
would require about $27 million during the 1992-94 biennium. The pilots would be done
on a phased process, and would be completed at the end of the 1994-95 school year.

rn AP and th izati i

There are several positive aspects to the OAP and pilot school proposals. First,
the OAP, while still requiring significant work before its application, reflects progress
and thought about what data can be acquired to assess the performance of schools and
school divisions. Second, the OAP continues the State’s trend to incorporate outcome
indicators into the SOQ framework. Third, attention has been given to providing
incentives within the OAP for all schools to seek improvement. Fourth, the
reconceptualization pilot projects appear to provide a mechanism for experimentation
with changes in instructional strategies, as well as for effecting changes in State
standards.

However, there are also concerns about DOE intentions to seek a State focus on
outcome indicators, and reduce, waive, or eliminate other types of standards. The OAP
and the reconceptualization pilots are currently unproven, and if they are to be effected
properly, they will require time to complete (five years or more). The reconceptualization
pilots may encounter funding problems. In addition, there are concerns as to whether
outcome indicators will be adequate to hold the field accountable.

Concerns About OAP. Respondents to the JLARC survey of local school division
personnel indicated more support than opposition to the development and use of outcome
indicators. When asked if appropriate outcome measures can be developed and should
be used, 44 percent of the respondents said yes, 27 percent said no, and 29 percent said
they were uncertain. The fact that 56 percent either said no or were uncertain, however,
is reflective of a problem for this four-year program.

Central to the OAP are the indicators. In order touse the indicators to hold the
school divisions accountable, the indicators must be appropriate to provide an accurate
description of what goes on in the schools. Some local school division personnel surveyed
have expressed concern about this issue.

Numerical data is limiting and only indirectly reflects affective out-
comes which are also important.

* ¥ %k

The outcome measures have not yet been developed which would
ensure a quality educational program. The development of a model
process for quality would be a step in the right direction.

* %k %
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I cannot support a quantitative measurement that excludes qualita-
tive material.

It appears that some local school personnel are not sure that the current battery
of outcome indicators is sufficient. Concern has been especially raised about whether the
Outcome Accountability Program adequately addresses special education. Only 35
percent of local special education program supervisors or directors responded that
appropriate outcome indicators can and should be developed; 38 percent said no, and 27
percent had no opinion. A concern of special education personnel is whether outcome
indicators are appropriate or adequately reflect the goals of special learning situations.
Some local school personnel surveyed said of special education:

Some EPR items for special education are invalid (those based upon
State testing) as many who are in special education do poorly in group
assessment. EPR is not a good measure for special education.

* ¥k *k

There is going to be one big problem in special ed and [it] could result
in LEAs placing emphasis on the wrong things just to look good.

* Kk

To apply EPR to the special education student is a difficult task. Since
this is a complex endeavor more time and effort is needed/the present
EPR for special education is unacceptable.

Some local school personnel also expressed concern about OAP with respect to
vocational education. Concerns regarding vocational education may stem from the fact
that few of the OAP outcome indicators measure vocational outcomes; most of the OAP
outcome indicators revolve around academic measures. Within the current OAP
category of preparing students for work, there are only four accountability indicators.
Two of those measures are of basic academic skills. Only two measures specifically relate
to vocational education programs: percentage of vocational education completers, and
completion of keyboarding or typing classes. Current OAP indicators do not appear
adequate to hold divisions accountable for providing quality vocational education

programs.

Concerns About the Reconceptualization Pilot Projects. The reconceptualization

of education is, as its title implies, an ambitious proposal. The department says that its
objective for the program is to develop Virginia public education into a “world class”
education system.

The first step proposed by the department to achieve the objective is the series
of reconceptualization pilot projects. Even under optimistic projections by the depart-
ment, the evaluation and dissemination of results from its reconceptualization pilots will
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not occur for three to four years. The department proposes one year for program
development (1991-92); one year of “staging,” or preparing school sites for implementa-
tion of the program (1992-93 for early childhood pilots, 1993-94 for pre-adolescent and
adolescent pilots); and one year of “implementation,” in which the pilots are actually
conducted (1993-94 for early childhood, 1994-95 for pre-adolescent and adolescent).

The department also proposes to begin the process of revising State standards
concurrently with the pilot projects. The department says thatin 1993, it plans to “begin
early childhood revisions to Standards of Quality, Standards of Accreditation” — yet in
the middle of that year, only the staging of the pilots is to be completed, and implemen-
tation of the pilots will begin. The department also says thatin 1994, it will seek “General
Assembly approval of Early Childhood Standards of Quality changes” - yet at the time
of the legislative session, the implementation of the early childhood pilots will only be
approximately 50 to 60 percent complete. Analysis and dissemination of pilot project
results will not have occurred. Policy-makers will not have data from the pilots to assess
the desirability of changes. The department’s proposal appears to rush the implemen-
tation of change to the standards.

DOE also has internal agency problems that call into question its readiness to
approach this enormous undertaking. As discussed in Chapter III, agency morale is low
and many DOE employees are not currently comfortable with the new mode of operation.
There are questions about whether the department can successfully begin a massive
effort to restructure education at a time when the agency itself is in need of repair and
direction.

Inaddition, the Research, Policy Development and Information Systems branch
of the department appears to be critically important to the development of the pilot
initiative. Yet this branch is the least complete of the DOE branches after the
reorganization. As of June 19, 1991, the department was without a branch deputy
superintendent, without a division chief for research and evaluation, and without two of
three quantitative analyst positions in the research and evaluation division. Only three
positions in the assessment and testing division were filled (eight positions were either
“on hold” or “to be established”).

Further, the Board of Education has raised questions, that appear to deserve
further consideration, about whether a totally fresh assessment is required. In April of
1991, the Board asked the department if information could be gained about succesful
instructional strategies from existing education research literature or from model
schools. Department staff appeared to be ill-prepared to address that question. The
Superintendent argued that a totally fresh approach is needed because while some
effective educational practices may be known, not enough is known about when, where,
and how these practices work. The Superintendent argued that the State must end its
“one size fits all” approach to education.
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THE DEPARTMENT MAY UNDERESTIMATE THE VALUE
OF COMPREHENSIVE STANDARDS

Outcome indicators alone may not be sufficient to capture the needs of condi-
tions of education. For example, through particular ability, diligence, or exceptional
teaching, students may achieve well in spite of poor education conditions, such as
overcrowded classes. It1is notintuitive that the quality of education will be improved by
allowing class sizes statewide to increase, which localities may choose to do for budget
reasons if such State standards are eliminated.

As part of JLARC staff’s review of the reorganization, opinions of local school
personnel were solicited about the importance of required standards. The resultssuggest
that atleast in concept, local school personnel think that itis somewhat or very important
for the State to have a broad range of standards (see Table 7). Over 90 percent of the
survey respondents indicated that it is either very important or somewhat important for
the State to have standards for what children should know, standards for what services
or programs are provided, and standards on resources or inputs. To a lesser extent, 78
percent indicated that it is either very important or somewhat 1mportant to have
standards on how services or programs are provided.

One of the reasons for support of the concept of comprehensive standards is the
view that the educational conditions in school divisions may deteriorate in the absence
of input standards. For example, a division superintendent wrote:

In the absence of standards many localities will not provide sufficient
resources to allow a quality education program to be conducted.
Children will not be given the attention that they require. Teachers
will be overworked. Laboratories will be overcrowded and unsafe.

The General Assembly and the Board of Education will ultimately need to
decide whether the State has continued reasons for prescribing input standards.
Potential reasons include that input standards address the issue of basic educational
opportunity, and address the issue of safeguards from particular unsafe or poor learning
environments. The new department may need to continue to enforce these types of
standards. Therefore, it would be prudent for the department to plan for a contingency
in which the State pursues a comprehensive approach to standards that incorporates
certain outcome standards into the existing framework of standards, including input

standards.

Recommendation (19). DOE should develop a balanced and compre-
hensive approach to local school division accountability. DOE needs toinvolve
department specialists and local school personnel in the development of more
comprehensive outcome indicators for special and vocational education. The
department should also fully consider the need to retain or increase some input
standards, such as pupil-teacher ratios, in order to provide continued school
accountability for learning conditions as well as outcomes.
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Table 7

Ratings on the Importance of State Standards
by Local School Division Personnel
(percentage of survey respondents)

Very Somewhat Not
Important Important Important
(%) (%) (%)

Standards for what children
should know (N=103) 81 16 3
Standards for what services or
programs must be available (N=103) 70 27 3
Standards for how services or
programs are provided (N=103) 30 48 22
Standards on resources or
inputs (N=103) 48 43 9

Source: JLARC analysis of survey data from local school personnel.

DOE HAS NOT ADEQUATELY OPERATIONALIZED ITS MISSION

The new DOE mission statement focuses on two themes upon which the
organization could be held accountable: “to improve the delivery of essential educational
services,” and “to increase student learning and achievement.” Unfortunately, the
department has not yet explicitly specified what these items mean. This situation has
several negative effects. DOE staff do not have a clear definition of the new agency’s
objectives to guide their efforts. State policy-makers, local education personnel, and
citizens donot have a concrete view of what the new DOE intends to accomplish. Finally,
until there is specificity and agreement as to what is expected of the new DOE, efforts to
objectively hold the new DOE accountable probably will be unsuccessful. Instead, the
success of the reorganization may be judged largely on perceptions, or measures that are
identified on an ad-hoc basis by advocates or detractors of the new department.

The following is a discussion of some potential bases for holding the new
department accountable. For the delivery of essential services, several key components
of that objective are identified. For increasing student learning, explicit linkages are
drawn between DOE’s planned activities and its organizational mission.
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Improving the Delivery of Essential Services

Concerning the delivery of services, “improvement” could have several compo-
nents, including timeliness, quality, and extent of service. For this study, JLARC staff
surveyed the satisfaction level oflocal school personnel with the “former” DOE’s services,
toprovide one potential benchmark. The resultsindicate asatisfaction level that wasless
than perfect, but was at a high enough level that the reorganized department will be
challenged to exceed it. Local school personnel were asked: “Before the DOE reorgani-
zation, were you satisfied with the timeliness of the department’s response to your
requests [for assistance, services, or information]?” The results were: 77 percent “all or
most of the time”; 17 percent “some of the time”; and 6 percent “rarely or never” (N=103).

Local school personnel were also asked: “Before the reorganization, were you
satisfied with the extent and quality of the department’s assistance in response to your
requests {for assistance, services, or information]?” The results were: 72 percent “all or
most of the time”; 26 percent “some of the time”; and 2 percent “rarely or never” (N=103).

The new DOE could improve upon these apparently high ratings in two ways.
First, the new DOE could provide new services through the multi-disciplinary teams that
gobeyond what the local school personnel have experienced before, in terms of timeliness,
quality, and extent. It is possible that local school personnel were relatively satisifed
before the reorganization simply because they had not experienced an alternative.
Second, the new DOE could provide services that are recognized by even a higher
proportion of respondents as timely and satisfactory in extent and quality.

Also concerning delivery of services, the department’s mission discusses the
delivery of “essential” educational services. Holding the new DOE accountable will entail
holding it accountable for its determinations of what is essential. It appears that DOE
has a number of approaches it intends to pursue to separate the essential from the non-
essential. DOE plans to divest itself of certain educational functions, such as adult
education, that it believes are more appropriately provided from an entity other than the
department. Through the RFP process and other management decision-making, the
department plans to decide which services require the commitment of DOE resources,
and which do not. Through the “reconceptualization” pilots, the department intends to
assess which instructional strategies promote positive educational outcomes, and elimi-
nate standards and activities that are not linked to outcomes.

The department intends to have an evaluation component for its team projects.
While it is important for the department to monitor the success of its projects, the
preceding discussion indicates why this effort alone will be too narrow for agency
accountability. A high proportion of agency projects could be of high quality and
successful, yet many client needs could remain unmet, or met in an untimely manner.

Incr in nt Learning and Achi men

DOE could have defined its objective of increasing student learning and
achievement by explicitly enumerating and linking the activities that would be under-
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taken to reach the objective. The department has not taken this approach. Instead, it
has taken particular activities and indicated that these activities relate back to the
mission. This has made it difficult for State policy-makers to understand how the
department’s approach fits together. This section considers what “increasing student
learning” may mean for accountability purposes, as constructed from the department’s
planned activities.

The department has related two major efforts, the Qutcome Accountability
Program and the reconceptualization of public education, back to the objective of
increasing student learning. DOE has stated that OAP has two purposes: (1) “to focus
accountability on outcome indicators,” and (2) “to improve student learning.” DOE has
also stated that through the reconceptualization pilots, it plans to work with the fieldin
putting educational strategies in place to improve student learning.

If the OAP and the reconceptualization pilots are pursued by the department
(funding for the reconceptualization pilots is a question), then certain objectives need to
be built into these programs in order for DOE to meet the goals of its mission. DOE can
be held accountable for a process that meets these objectives.

Touse its intended approach and be successful, DOE needs to define alternative
instructional strategies that have a reasonably high probability of positively affecting
outcomes. DOE needs to work with schools to secure their consent in testing these
alternative strategies. Educational conditions in the schools testing alternative strate-
gies must be sufficiently controlled to be able to identify the effects of the alternative
strategies.

The results of the pilots must be objectively and accurately assessed. The
practicality of OAP indicators will be tested by whether they are actually useful in this
assessment. To the extent that the changes in instructional practices produce positive
effects that outlast the length of the pilot, DOE will have made progress towards its goal
of increasing student learning. DOE then needs to disseminate successful practices to
other locations where those practices might also succeed.

Conclusion

It may be possible to hold DOE accountable to improving the delivery of services
through a future survey of the satisfaction levels of local school personnel, DOE’s most
direct client base. In addition, it may be possible to hold DOE accountable for increasing
student learning. This depends on the quality and comprehensiveness of data and
documentation which are kept by DOE and the schools on DOE pilot studies and team
projects whose object is to increase student learning.

Recommendation (20). The General Assembly may wish to direct a
review of the reorganized department in approximately two years, to assess
items such as: (1) local school division personnel satisfaction with the new
DOE’s provision of services, and (2) whether quality data are available on
changesinstudentlearning affected by DOE activities, or whether appropriate
plans are in place for the collection of such data.
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Appendix A

Study Mandate

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 57

Requesting the Joint Legisliative Audit and Review Commission to study the organization,
management, operations, and perforrmance of the Departrment of Education.

Agreed to by the Senate, February 8, 1990
Agreed to by the House of Delegates, March 7, 1990

WHEREAS, the Department of Education is responsible for the implementation and
adglinistration of the program of public elementary and secondary education in Virginia;
an

WHEREAS, the Governor's Commission on Excellence in Education has proposed
significant initiatives in the area of public elementary and secondary education; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Education has recently received a consultant report on
leadership challenges facing the Board of Education and the Department of Education; and

WHEREAS, the area of public elementary and secondary education was scheduled for
review by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission under the provisions of the
Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act by Senate Joint Resolution No. 35 in 1982;
now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That the Joint Legislative
Audit and Review Commission is requested to review the organization, manageme
operations, and performance of the Department of Education. The Commission's study si
include a review of the planning, budgeting, staffing, procurement, and policy and prograw
development functions of the Department. The Commission shall also review the findings of
the consultant report on leadership chalienges facing the Board of Education and the
Department of Education.

The Commission shall complete its work prior to November 15, 1991, and submit its
recommendations, if any, to the 1992 Session of the General Assembly.
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Appendix B

Department of Education Response

THE REORGANIZATION OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT AND REVIEW COMMISSION
July 8, 1991

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

RESPONSE
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Reaction to the
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission Study
of the Reorganization of the Department of Education

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission staff began
a study of the Department of Education and its reorganization in
the fall of 1990. The nature of this study, which was to have
been conducted prior to the inception of the reorganization, was
to study the Department of Education in general. When the
reorganization process was initiated, however, the study was
changed from a study of the Department of Education to a study of

the reorganization process.

The purpose of this preliminary reaction to the JLARC staff
study is to give a general view of the report as it relates to the
overall purpose and general comments, specific analyses of
comments and findings, and reaction to staff recommendations.

GENERAL COMMENTS CONCERNING JLARC STAFF STUDY

Timing of the Study

The principal concern that the management staff of the
Department of Education has with respect to the JLARC study is the
time frame within which it was carried out. The reorganization of
the department began in July of 1990, plans were announced in
September of 1990, and the effort was substantially completed in
the spring of 1991. The study conducted by the JLARC staff was
carried out during the time that the reorganization was being
planned and implemented. In fact, an employee survey, which was
cited in the report, was conducted in late April of 1991, shortly
after the downsizing occurred and ensuing layoffs were completed.

Needless to say, to conduct a comprehensive study of any
process while it is taking place is difficult, because the
"snapshot” taken is not of the organization as it will be
operated, but of the organization as it is going through change.

A complete review of the efficiency and effectiveness of this
restructured approach should be made in three to five years. At
that time JLARC should return to its original plan to study an
organization that is operating and has been operating in a
specific way for a given period of time.

In addition, the management staff has discussed and shared
with the employees of the Department of Education the thought of
an evaluation of this process. In fact, plans are being developed
to conduct such a study which will be longitudinal in nature and
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deal with the salient issues of providing research and technical
assistance to localities.

Conceptual Design

Although there has been criticism about the depth of planning
that went into the reorganization of the department, we are of the
opinion that the approach taken is conceptually sound. An
extensive review of organizational literature, including
organizational theory, was made prior to embarking on this effort.
In fact, it is noteworthy that in the June 17, 1991 issue of
Fortune Magazine there is a lengthy article describing what the
private sector is doing to incorporate the same concepts into
business practices in such companies as Xerox, IBM, Apple, Nike,
and others.

It is striking that the very issues that large private-sector
organizations are contemplating implementing have been by and
large put in place within the Department of Education. When one
reads the article, "The Bureaucracy Busters," a copy of which is
attached (Attachment A), it is apparent that management practices
at the Department of Education are on the leading edge in terms of
innovative business approaches for the nineties and beyond.

Implementation Strategy

It has been stated that management moved too quickly on some
aspects of implementation of the reorganization and moved too
slowly on other aspects. The matter of the speed at which the
effort proceeded is one of judgment and reasonable people can
differ. There were no models to follow, there were no standards
that would indicate how all of this should be done, and,
therefore, it was conducted in the best way it could be conducted
given the circumstances. It is easy in retrospect to say that
something should have been done differently but, unfortunately,
while the process was ongoing it was impossible to reflect
retrospectively.

It has also been stated that the policies of the
Commonwealth, particularly the Department of Persconnel and
Training, were abrogated as the reorganization was implemented.
Again, all policies of the Commonwealth, including those
promulgated by the Department of Personnel and Training, were
adhered to and followed carefully. To be sure that the
superintendent was proceeding within state policy, Department of
Education staff engaged in considerable discussion with Department
of Personnel and Training staff, as well as informal conversations
with representatives of the Attorney General's office.
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Department of Education management is concerned that there is
a lack of understanding of the objective of this entire process.
The objective was not to simply reorganize the Department of
Education and create a significant amount of trauma and concern in
the process; rather it is a means to an end. It would, therefore,
be prudent to revisit our overall objectives in this discussion.

We begin with the premise that there are significant problems
in public education, not only in the Commonwealth but throughout
this nation. Those problems are well documented and will not be
repeated here, but suffice it to say that our system of education
needs to be revitalized and needs to be made much more relevant
than it is at the present time. We are simply losing too many
children and creating an under class of citizens for the future
that will not be able to function in a technological society.

Correcting these problems will be an awesome task. The
present structure of education in terms of content and
delivery will have to change in the next decade. In order to do
that, it will be necessary to put in place systems that are not
static in nature, but rather that are dynamic and change with the
changing needs of students, and meet the myriad of challenges that
face us all. Therefore, the direction that we would like to follow

is as follows:

. In order for the Board of Education, the General
Assembly and the Governor to make good decisions, the
Department of Education must be in a position to provide
information that is based on empirical data and sound
information about best educational practices.

. To enable the Commonwealth to provide a system of
education that meets the needs of its citizens, the
Department of Education must be in a position to
implement policy on a broad base to bring about change

over time.

. In order to accomplish those two goals, it is imperative
that this organization be redirected to become research
oriented and be able to provide technical assistance to
create change and not only to maintain the status quo.

. The role of the Department of Education, therefore, must
be to support and maintain existing quality programs
while we are in the process of rebuilding and redefining
our efforts in education generally.

. This reorganization, and the way this Department of
Education is organized, will facilitate both of those
goals and enable us to maintain what we now have in a

supportive fashion.



lssues Related to Employee Morale and Trust ipn Management

Two issues that are of considerable concern to the management
at the Department of Education are reflected in a survey
administered by the JLARC staff during the course of this
investigation. These two concerns were a very low level of
employee morale and a very low level of trust in the management of
the organization. We agree wholeheartedly that these are major
concerns and the Department of Education management will address
them aggressively.

Several points bear mentioning, however, related to these two
issues. These points are not offered as a rationale or an excuse
for the problems that exist, but are provided to create some
balance with respect to the job we have before us. These are as
follows:

. There is no question that the morale of the staff and
trust in management has decreased as a result of the
reorganization. We would add, parenthetically, that
based on interviews and surveys conducted in July of
1990, the morale of the department and trust in
management were low at that point as well.

. In addition to the reorganization, however, other
factors must be considered when broad issues such as
morale and trust are called into question. These
include, more specifically, threat of additional
layoffs, potential furloughing of individuals, lack of
salary increases, and the general downturn in economic

conditions.

. QOur contention is that morale and trust are
multi-faceted dimensions of one's feeling of well being.
A recent survey conducted on college campuses indicates
that the morale of college faculty is virtually in the
same state as that of DOE employees. And while college
faculty were not subject to a reorganization, they did
experience the other factors mentioned above, and that
reflects the general malaise which is closely linked to
the general economic conditions in which we find
ourselves.

. It should also be noted, on a more positive note, that a
commercially-developed survey, Concerns Based Adoption
Model (CBAM), was administered to the employees of the
Department of Education in November and in May. This
survey, which was administered by an employee within the
Department of Education, reflects a different picture
than is reflected in the JLARC survey. Keep in mind the
JLARC survey was very general in nature. CBAM, on the
other hand, was quite specific. The purpose of CBAM is
to measure employee reaction to change. It is important



to note that on these measures, in fact, there was
substantial improvement in awareness of the process and
acceptance of the change from November to May.

This is not offered as a counter balance to the JLARC
survey, and we realize the JLARC staff has some
questions about the survey, but it has provided
additional information about employee attitude toward
the reorganization. Specifically, that attitude is
changing; whereas, morale is still quite low for a
variety of reasons.

The management of the Department of Education states
emphatically that morale of employees and trust in management are
critical and important issues. We are committed to work
diligently to improve both. In fact, despite the obvious concerns
that exist, it is important to note that we have held many formal
and informal sessions with employees, have provided extensive
training programs, communicate on a regular basis, and will
continue to do those things in the future.

At a recent employee meeting several employees said that
morale was improving and that management should stop talking about
morale problems and move ahead with the implementation of the

program.
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In order to bring to fruition the goals of the Board of
Education, it is important to thoroughly understand the nature of
learning, to develop specific goals that are outcome oriented, to
put in place a rigorous curriculum, to design a system that
accurately measures the results, and to be accountable to the
public at large.

In order to accomplish these goals, we put in place an
organization that is equipped with a research capability and a way
to implement that research. We also had to develop a conceptual
framework or vision of what needed to happen. We have to gain
general support for that concept or vision if we expect it to be
creditable. We have to demonstrate that our educational system as
it now exists has flaws and encourage people to focus on the fact
that there is a need for change. We must develop specific
mechanisms to solve problems.

Our efforts have been to approach this task very methodically
and painstakingly. In order to be successful, we believe that we
had to first put an organization in place that can be responsive
to the dynamic and changing needs of education and then set about
the process of implementing new initiatives to change the
fundamental nature of schooling.



That change will be slow and evolutionary. There are no
quick fixes and no panaceas. We must be equipped to deal with
issues on a well thought-out and planned basis, and to that end
the Department of Education has beer working with the Board of
Education and the Secretary of Education tec put in place those
elements which will lead us in the right direction in the future
Unfortunately, this will take tim=2. We do not envisiocn our
efforts as a quick fix to the needs of our children, but one that
will be enduring.

The Nature of Change

The word change has appeared a number of times in this brief
summary. Change is extremely difficult to bring about. It is
resisted because there is a comfort level that people enjoy in
approaching problems in the same way they did in the past. It has
become cbvious that perpetuating that which has not worked in the
past will not enable us to create a system of education which has
relevancy for the future. We seem to be running harder and harder
and getting further and further behind.

As we look at the process of change we have embarked upon,
there is a tendency to want to look at the bottom line. We want
to know how much, in a conventional sense, efforts will save or
cost especially since the motivation for change was programatic
and not financial. It is difficult to reduce this process to an
economic equation; although we add parenthetically that, in fact,
considerable saving have been realized over the last eighteen
months in the Department of Education. Our overall operating
budget has been reduced by approximately four million dollars or
over 20 percent. Undoubtedly, resources will have to be expended
at the outset to reap rewards in the future.

- Another element that must be considered is that an approach
of this kind obviously has an element of risk. The largest risk
of all is the potential that it may not work. One must ask then
what is the best thing that can happen through this effort and
what is the worst?

The best is easy to answer. We will be in a position to
revitalize education and make it more relevant fcr the students of
today and tomorrow. On the other side of the coin, in the event
that it does not work, the worst thing that can happen is that we
will be no worse off tomorrow than we are today. The worst case
scenario carries no greater penalty than having tried and failed;
and even then, there is a potential to learn a great deal from our

mistakes.

Our efforts need support and encouragement. We are embarking
on new approaches that are very different than ever before. Qur
request is that we simply be given the opportunity to make a
difference. The management of the Department of Education is of
the opinion that given that chance, working collaboratively with



the Board of Education, the General Assembly, the Secretary of

Education,
when we do,
Virginia.

and the Governor, we will make that difference, and
the real winners will be the students and citizens of
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II. COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW

This review contains a page-by-page response to the
exposure draft report forwarded to the Department of
Education on June 21, 1991. Specifically, this section
contains a listing of the department responses to
statements of fact or judgment expressed in the report
prepared by the staff of the Commission.
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1, p. 40 Introduction - The Reorganization
Process for the New Department

The report notes correctly that 82 percent of the 200
positions that were filled competitively by March 1991 were
filled by employees of the former department. The authors
conclude that this occurred in part because many of the
positions that were opened to the competitive hiring process
were not substantially different from the former positions.

The department disagrees with this conclusion. While similar
technical expertise is required in educaticonal disciplines,
the way in which these positions would work and interact
within the team concept is completely different. Research,
analytic and teaming skills are all unique dimensions of the
new positions. In addition, previous class descriptions
emphasized supervision skills which have been completely
removed from the new education classes. A detailed analysis
of the old and new class of positions compared by
classification factors is attached for your review.
(Attachment B)

2, pp. 41-44 Planned Time Frame Was Unrealistic to
Conduct Hiring Process

Beginning on page 41 and continuing throughout this chapter,
the proposition is advanced that DOE's use of a major
competitive hiring process compromised the department's
ability to complete the reorganization quickly.

Concurrently, the report suggests that the speed of the
reorganization took precedence over study and/or planning
activities. At once, DOE management is scored for moving too

slowly and moving too fast.

The fact is that management had to deal with this very
dilemma. While it was important to move fast so that
employees would be informed, the requirements of the process
and the need for fairness demanded a slower deliberate pace.
In the end, the actual process was a compromise to these
competing concerns. Regrettably, no one can have it both
ways. Compromises don't often satisfy either competing
interest, but they are unavoidable consequences of complex
operations such as this reorganization.

3, p. 42 By the planned January 1, 1991
completion date,

The report correctly notes that by January 1, 1991 only 38 of
the planned 214 positions below division chief had been
advertised and none of these were filled by the planned

completion date.

While this is true, the report neglects to recognize that
during the three months preceding January 1991, the



Item

13

department did establish, then advertise and fill 11 key
management positions and then plan, allocate, develop
position descriptions, and establish approximately 225
positions in accordance with state personnel procedures.

4, pp. 45-51 Management of the Reorganization
Process was Inadequate

A great deal of this section emphasizes the need for such
downsizing activities to be "strategically planned and
skillfully implemented” by the "human resources" executive or
team.

It is easy to second guess a process that had never been
attempted or even contemplated within state government.
There were no experts to seek advice from and conflicting
opinions finally gave way to the development of an internal
planning team made up of a small group of trusted management
team members. Since early planning had established the
procedure for abolishing jobs and competitively filling newly-
established positions, it was impossible to involve a wide
range of staff members in the planning process. To
accomplish the involvement of a sufficient number of
employees, management would have been vulnerable to charges
of preselection and favoritism before the process got
underway. Consequently, only a small group was formed to do
the significant planning required by the personnel policies.

The preliminary report and this report argue for an extensive
period of planning, preparation, and employee involvement.
The reality is that this method would have required an 18
month to two year process that would have paralyzed the
operation of the department. The current reorganization of
DOE, on the other hand, has always been described as a means
to an end, not an end in itself. The goal is to create a
new, more responsive agency to serve local school divisions
and students as soon as possible. It was a management
decision to move as swiftly as possible rather than spend two
years accomplishing this task. Only time will tell which
course was correct. Employee surveys conducted within 60
days after the final layoffs seem to be a less than desirable
method tc evaluate objectively the ultimate results of these
decisions.
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5, pp. b51-53 The Components of the New
Organization are Untested

The implication in this section is that there is no
theoretical base for the RFP process or project orientation,
interdisciplinary teamwork, and reduction in reporting
levels. Actually the opposite is true. The concept of
involving more employees in the development of creative
solutions to educational problems is, at least intuitively,
superior to assigning projects to individuals because they
have fulfilled a specific space for the longest time. The
June issue of Eortune Magazine contains an article, "The
Bureaucracy Buster", that speaks eloquently to the
theoretical and practical basis for the DOE reorganization

(Attachment A).

6, pp.- 53-55 The Plan is Too Unfocused to Provide
Direction

The report suggests that there are two reasons for an
apparent lack of structure in the organization; first, a
transition report which has yet to be released, and; second,
there is a desire to keep the department as unstructured as

possible.

The transition report, prepared with involvement from
virtually all personnel, will be completed within the next
two weeks. It will answer gquestions about what and how the
department will function in the future with respect to
previous activities. We will provide copies of this report
to JLARC members if that would be useful.

The expressed preference to encourage the competitiwve
development of innovative ideas among all staff members as
opposed to simply assigning responsibilities in the old
bureaucratic tradition is an accurate observation. There is
ample research and support for this preference and we remain
confident that in time this approach will yield improved
service and research.

7, pp. 56-61 Many of the positions are similar to
old ones.

The JLARC staff examined the question of position similarity
by comparing position descriptions from old and new DOE
classifications. The stated methodology was to compare the
statements of chief objectives of the positions to determine
the degree of similarity. They further isolated 80 positions
that had "substantially similar stated objectives.”" The
report alleges that "the department appears to have created
job descriptions that would meet DPT's approval at the
expense of having a clear statement of what the position was
intended to accomplish." The staff acknowledges that the new
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classifications appear to be "within the letter of State
policy"; however, the policy could have been interpreted to
approve almost any position; and in the final analysis, DPT
had to reply on "their own judgment."

We believe that the basis for comparison used by the staff
was selective in nature; and the emphasis reported was placed
only in the areas of similarity of the old and new positions
without mention of the differences. Here and in other
sections of the report, the writers emphasize that the basis
of comparison of positions ought to be on the individual
expertise required and the purpose of the position. They
discount the importance of the method and process of how the
work would be performed and the attendant skills associated
with the new context. Many of the new positions within DOE
admittedly require similar expertise in content discipline,
but the way in which these positions function within an
interdisciplinary context, addressing educational problems on
a broader scale, make these positions different than
previously established. These are legitimate differences
recognized by DPT staff, and their professional judgments
should not be minimized in this review. After all, that is
what they are trained to do.

The report also raises a question on pages 60 and 61 as to
whether or not an agency should be able to reorganize on the
basis of only a change in work process and; thus, render
employee protection and security as questionable.

DOE's response to this would be yes. The DOE reorganization
was based on both changes of work processes and technical
expertise. Even so, to preclude future reorganizations
justified by major process changes would be too drastic a
reaction to this reorganization.

8, pp. 64-66 Concerns About the Future of
Employee Protection

The report states that employees had to reapply for positions
that were similar to the positions they already had and that
a methodology was used that largely rendered useless the
provisions of the state layoff policy.

It is true that a procedure was used to "abolish and
establish" positions which required employees to apply and
compete for a similar number of positions. This procedure is
consistent with personnel rules promulgated by DPT. If DPT
felt that a position description was not significantly
different from the former classification, they refused to
establish the new position until modifications were made or
the job was continued in its former class. A team of DPT
classification specialists worked on this project and their
work was meticulous and professional. The best evidence we
can present to this fact is that there has only been one
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grievance filed challenging any part of the process of
classification and selection.

In terms of the methodology used rendered the provisions of
the layoff policy useless, we can only say that the personnel
rules permit such procedures to allow agencies to reorganize
for greater efficiency. To rewrite the personnel regulations
to prohibit this in the future is to severely limit the
managerial flexibility of the agency head and freeze the
bureaucratic seniority system which rewards mediocrity and
discourages creativity and innovation.

As for the layoff policy, the management team scrupulously
followed the letter of the policy. The Assistant
Superintendent for Human Resources and Public Affairs met
with every employee subject to layoff. To date there has
been only one grievance filed with respect to this process.

9, pp. 66-70 Personnel Cost Savings Were Low

The report correctly states that DOE management had said that
the reorganization was not undertaken as an economic measure.
Nonetheless, streamlining of operations and staffing
economies according to the report, were a secondary and
anticipated result of the process.

The department did anticipate savings from the reorganization
of approximately $672,000 or 3.3 percent of agency personnel
costs. The report suggests that if the personnel savings are
calculated from actually established personnel costs, the
savings would be only 2.7 percent.

In a review of the JLARC analysis, the department staff noted
that Table 2 on page 69 reflects "Planned Costs of $598,568
and $1,036,888 for New Unfilled Positions. . . and New Held
Positions. . ." respectively. These costs were derived by
assuming an average salary placement, which appears to be
quite high based on our actual experience with similar graded
positions. The assumptions appear to use a step 20 salary,
which is an exceptional level. If the average step placement
were adjusted to step 15, which DOE budget staff believes is
accurate, then the listed amounts should be adjusted to
$525,233 and $940,587 respectively. These two changes would
result in a total net savings of $713,900 or a 3.5 percent
net savings of "Former" DOE Personnel Cost. This would, of
course, compare favorably with the original estimates.

It should also be pointed out that the enumerated savings are
only the personnel cost savings specified. In addition to
these reductions, DOE has absorbed more than $4 million in
cuts from the original 1991-92 approved budget. These
reductions total more than 20 percent of the originally
approved budget and were accomplished in part due to the

B-14



Item

efficiencies created by the reorganized structure.
10, pp. 73-81 Employee Morale is Very Low

The report spends a considerable amount of time describing
the employee morale issue and suggesting that employees have
suffered due to two factors: the competitive hiring process
and the apparent confusion about how employees are to carry
out their responsibilities.

Management at DOE is both concerned about and sensitive to
the personal adjustment of its employees to a drastically
different work environment. JLARC has described the
reorganization as "revolutionary" and "radical" in nature
where employees are asked to think and work differently in a
team-based environment. This is accurate and there is no
precedent in state government with which to compare. The
stabilization and restoration of this work force is going to
take time and it is inappropriate to conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of any program just two months after its
implementation. Despite the early stages of this process,
there are signs that employee attitudes are improving.

DOE management has conducted its own survey to monitor the
effects of reorganization on employees. The Concerns Based
Adoption Model (CBAM) was developed by Hall, Wallace, and
Dossett (1973) at the Research and Development Center for
Teacher Education at the University of Texas and their work
is a recognized cornerstone for the facilitation of change
within an educational environment.

CBAM consists of three components and is utilized after the
change is made. It is a facilitation model designed to
maximize the prospects for success while minimizing the
change-related frustration of individuals. The Stages of
Concern (SoC) is the primary diagnostic tool in the model.
The SoC dimension of CBAM focuses on the concerns of
individuals involved in change. One procedure for assessing
individual concerns is the Stages of Concern Questionnaire
(SoCQ) which recognizes seven levels of concern and groups
them into three dimensions (see Attachment C, Table 1.1).

The three dimensions of Self, Task, and Impact represent the
three stages individuals go through in adjusting to change.
The process of adjustment to change begins with individual
concerns for self and then gradually shifts toward concern
for job task and then finally the concern for impact of the
change on the results of the work.

The results of the two administrations of this survey in
November and May indicate that employees are still more
concerned with issues of self, yet a drop of twenty points
has occurred since November and a slight.rise in task issues
is also evident. Management at DOE will continue to monitor
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this trend and seek ways to support employees during the
implementation of the teaming process. We remain confident
that progress will continue as employees gain experience with
the process and see the results of their efforts.

A copy of a report in the CBAM process is attached for your
review (Attachment C).

In conclusion, the competitive hiring process was a necessary
aspect of this reorganization and the confusion among
employees about the new work pattern is a temporary
consequence less than two months into the process. It is
regrettable that morale is low, but the indications are that
this is improving and will continue to improve as employees
become familiar with the new system.

11, pp. 81-97 Method for Project Selection and
Work Management Seems Problematic

JLARC has identified five problems that they believe will
effect agency success. Most of these concerns center on time
considerations and speculation on the conceptual basis of the

RFP process.

In response to these criticisms, we can only respond that no
one really knows how these new approaches will develop. It
is easy to speculate that they will fail, but one cannot be
certain that they will not result in a far more effective and
efficient organization that is able to provide meaningful
service to local educators through capturing the creative and
innovative spirit of our employees. Time, process, and
workload issues are emerging challenges which will be
analyzed thoroughly and dealt with on a priority basis. If
things bog down, appropriate modifications will be adopted.
The bottom line will always be the enhancement of student
learning and essential services to local school divisions.

12, pp. 97-101 No System for Employee Performance
Evaluation bhas been Developed

The report identifies the lack of a written employee
performance evaluation system as a major challenge for the

department.

This is an important consideration in the near future, but a
process has been developed and an implementation project
should be approved within a few days. Emphasis to date has
been on implementing the project process and emphasizing the
team environment. Once these have been operationalized, the
development of the performance evaluation system can proceed.
It is felt that this new organization will be less dependent
on external control systems used to motivate employees.
Instead, employees will be encouraged to pursue educational
problems with creative and innovative methods that provide
their own intrinsic rewards and controls.
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13, pp. 101-105 Staffing and Workload Allocations
Will Need Review

The report raises several concerns with respect to the
staffing levels in vocational education, teacher
certification, and administrative support or clerical
personnel.

It is important to state that initial staffing allocations
were made based on specific rationale at the time of the
reorganization planning period. These decisions are
constantly subject to review and the observations found in
this report will be carefully evaluated as the organization
begins to mature.

Vocational education was reduced by approximately 50 percent
from its former representaticn. It is important to know,
however, that there was no rational basis for the number of
positions present in the old organization, particularly when
compared to the number of positions in other curricular
areas. (For example, there were 8 staff in agriculture and 3
in mathematics.) It is still believed that the current
allocation is sufficient to ensure a successful vocational
education program in the future.

Teacher certification is an important area of service to
localities. Originally it was felt that a new computerized
certification system would allow certain staff economies. We
are currently reevaluating this decision.

Clerical allocations in the new DOE represent roughly a four
to one ratio of clerical staff to administrative personnel.
This seems reasonable given state agency standards, and we
are working with all employees to adjust to this new work
environment. It is hoped that institution of a new work
model for clerical support and voice mail capability will
allow employees to function within these limitations.

14, pp. 108-114 Service Relationships with School
Divisions Remain Unclear

The report suggests that there is a lot of uncertainty among
local school personnel concerning the new approach to
regional services. Three specific concerns are: (1) the
adeguacy of field service representation; (2) the need for
field representative involvement with team project; and (3)
the cost of travel.

It is important to understand that the new approach of
establishing 10 regional representatives throughout the state
was undertaken to improve essential services and to increase
response time to schools and school divisions. By closing
the three previous regional support centers and establishing
the ten regional representatives, the department expanded the
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coverage of representatives and saved nearly $500,000 in
personnel and equipment costs.

It is also important to note that the ragional representative
is not supposed to deliver services to localities, but rather
be a conduit between the field and the department. The
representative develops service models which can be delivered
by department staff specifically trained and suited to the
specific need. The representatives are in constant contact
with the department and can bring to bear the needed service
system through a simple telephone call or computer link.

Travel costs are not anticipated to be the problem cited in
the report because whatever they are, they will be cheaper
than adding additional people and resources throughout the
state. We do not anticipate expanding these offices because
the role and function is not based on a direct service

delivery model.

15, pp. 115-117 Need to Develop Operational Goals
and Objectives

The report suggests that the RFP or project orientation of
the new department is inadequate to provide a unified focus
to guide the work of the department. The RFP process
provides for a review of IDEAS of educational merit submitted
by the field and pricrities established by the management
group based on a set of beliefs as to the mission of the
department. The concern expressed in the report is that "It
is hard to understand how decisions made in this ad-hoc
manner, based upon the priorities at the time of review, can
amount to a focused concept or plan for providing educational

leadership for the State."

While this concern seems quite logical, it is born within the
context of the traditional bureaucratic model. The view that
top management establishes goals and objectives and
communicates these to the rest of the organization is not the
only model of effective management. This top-down model
presumes that all knowledge and wisdom resides at the top of
the organization and improves external and internal resources
which could frame the initiatives of the organization.

Within the new organization each IDEA is screened according
to its relevance to improving student learning and the
provision of essential services. Many IDEAS are not pursued
and, consequently, priorities are established and made clear.
We recognize the need for management to establish priorities
but we don't wish to extinguish the efforts of anyone within
the educational community from contributing to the solution
of problems facing public education.

We think this system will work and we believe it will be at
least as efficient as the previous top-down model of the

past.

B-18



Item

Item

Item

Item

16, pp. 118-120 Need to Develop a Specific Plan for
Daily Operations

The report indicates a need for management to provide a
detailed step-by-step plan of action so that employees can
know how to accomplish work. Most people, it is stated,
"seem to relate better to specific objectives rather than a
broad vision."

DOE management agrees that more specific definitions are
necessary to help employees understand management
expectations and performance standards. A series of training
programs have been conducted in the teaming process and the
role of the team leader; and more such training opportunities
are planned. As employees gain more experience on project
teams, the process will become more evident and individual
comfort will increase.

In the meantime, it is important to recognize that we do not
wish to reinstitute the former model of tight control through
the selective sharing of information. The purpose of this
new approach is to reduce structure and free the creative
capacity of the individual. We want to encourage risk taking
and innovation and discourage controls and restrictions. 1In
time, specific performance standards will emerge and become
normalized.

17, p. 123 DOE Needs to Chart a Balanced
Compliance Role

DOE management agrees with this section. We should be
required to justify our compliance monitoring system.

18, pp. 126-127 Comprehensive Outcome Accountability
is a Distant, Uncertain Goal

The report suggests that the department reorganization was
designed to both accelerate the outcome accountability trend
and to achieve an objective to reduce other types of
standards and compliance activities.

In actuality, the objective for the standards is a mix of
outcomes and inputs demonstrated to have a clear relationship
to student achievement. The intent is to reduce standards to
those that are meaningful, including input and outcome types,
not simply replace inputs with outcomes.

19, p. 128 Outcome Accountability Program (OAP)

The report implies that the OAP was designed to compare the
performance of school divisions.
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This has not been the purpose. According to the Standards of
Quality, Standard 3D, the OAP is to measure localities
against approved criteria. Further, it is to allow them to
gauge their progress against their own past performance.

20, p. 129 Pilot Program to "Reconceptualize"
Education

"The proposal appears to include a strategy for replacing
many current standards with outcome standards.”

The demonstration grant component, which we assume "pilot
program" refers to, of the World Class Education Initiative,
is intended to test various practices in specific school
settings for dissemination to other similar settings or those
with similar problems to overcome. The focus will be on
testing inputs for their effect on outcomes or student
achievement. Over time, the demonstration projects may lead
to inclusion in the standards of proven inputs if certain of
them appear to be universally effective.

"The department's proposal involves a contract between the
state and local schools that are part of the pilot.”

JLARC is reporting on.a plan that is in the process of being
formulated by DOE and the Board of Education. In order for
both to engage in the development of the initiative, the
Board was provided initial thoughts for their consideration.
In several instances, the Board preferred a different
approach and changes were made. The use of contracts is an
example of changes made over the past few months. The
department plans to continue to work with the Board in this
way on the development of this effort, and changes will occur

over time.

"Further, the State is to set aside existing State standards
for the pilot schools during the time frame of the
initiative."

The plan being discussed provides for participating schools
to request specific exemptions to specific standards in order
to use different approaches for demonstrating purposes. This

statement in the report is misleading in its implication that
all standards would be waived for all schools receiving the

demonstration grants.

21, pp. 132-134 Concerns about OAP

The report questions whether the OAP adequately addresses
special education,

Staff of the DOE who are informed advocates of special
education contributed to the inclusion of these indicators
for special education. While there are differences of
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opinion about what should be expected academically of special
education students, current knowledge indicates that
expectations should be high, with individual exceptions made
based on the nature of the handicapping condition.

"Current OAP indicators do not appear adequate to hold
divisions accountable for providing gquality vocational
education.”

The best outcome data for vocational education programs does
not currently exist and is costly to collect - follow-up data
on students' post-secondary work history related to their
vocational course taking. The department is committed to
improving these indicators.

22, pp. 134-36 Concerns About Reconceptualization
Pilot Projects

“The department's proposal appears to rush the implementation
of change to the standards."

The department disagrees with this statement. The
demonstration projects, which we assume "pilot projects" to
refer to, are only one component of the WCE initiative, and
are proposed both to provide DOE and divisions with
information about best practices and to assist local schools
to improve student achievement.

Major changes to the standards will focus on statewide
changes which are being considered now and need not await
results of the school-specific demonstration projects. Such
revisions as inclusion of the Common Core of Learning and the
corresponding changes in the statewide assessment program
will be ready for consideration in 1995. Again, 1994 as a
target date has been revised since the proposal was initially
discussed.

23, p. 136 DOE May Underestimate the Value of
Comprehensive Standards

"Outcome indicators alone may not be sufficient to capture
the needs of conditions of education. . . . It is not
intuitive that quality of education will be improved by
allowing class sizes statewide to increase, which localities
may choose to do for budget reasons, if such state standards
are eliminated.”

Again, the department does not anticipate wholesale
elimination of input standards, but a better mix of various
standards which have been demonstrated through research and
application, not just intuition, to have an impact on student
achievement. There is a considerable body of research on how
children learn and on how certain educational practices
impact learning. This information is available to serve as a
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basis of standard revision, and the department is in the
process of identifying and documenting it in Virginia. For
example, there is legitimate disagreement on whether the

lowering of the pupil teacher ratio has any direct benefit to
Students ability to learn.
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Reactions to Recommendations
of JLARC Report

Recommendation #1 - The Department of Personnel and
Training should develop a comprehensive policy on agency
reorganization.

Response: Pursuant to the recommendation that the Department of
Personnel and Training develop a comprehensive policy on
reorganization, it is suggested that such a policy
provide the widest latitude for agencies to develop
reorganizational plans that meet their specific needs.
The Department of Education could be instrumental in
helping to develop such a policy since our
reorganization was probably the most extensive to be
undertaken in recent years.

Recommendation #2 - The Department of Education job
descriptions should be revised to more clearly and
accurately reflect the role and function of each position.

Response: The Department of Education job descriptions were
written clearly and accurately at the outset and reflect
the roles and functions that we expect each position to
carry out. Job descriptions are unique to each
organization and we are of the opinion that they now
reflect that which we intend to do. All job
descriptions are reviewed periodically to insure they
reflect realistic and clear expectations. During the
transition period, we will be especially sensitive to
making modifications that give employees a clear picture
of their job responsibilities.

Recommendation #3 - The Department of Education should
sharply curtail the use of the RFP process.

Response: The RFP process is still in its formative stages. It
should be remembered that the first RFP was issued on
April 4th of this year and, consequently, it is too soon
to evaluate the effectiveness of the process. It is not
our intent to sharply curtail the RFP process but to
modify it as appropriate over time. If mid course
corrections are warranted, they will be made.

Recommendation #4 - Management should create a formal and
informal mechanism for listening to employees suggestions
concerning the future of the work process.

Response: We have held countless meetings with employees, both
formal and informal, to discuss a variety of issues and
concerns. We will continue to do that. It has been
very effective in terms of getting feedback.
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Recommendation #5 - Since none of the work processes in
the department have been tested for efficiency, internal
audit should monitor the management of projects, team-

based operations, and other daily work processes.

Response: It would seem most appropriate that the internal auditor
conduct the kind of studies of the processes outlined in

this recommendation.

Recommendation #6 - The department should develop an
internal document arranged by divisions which 1lists all
personnel, respective phone numbers,

Response: An effort to develop this type of document is currently
being reviewed and was initiated prior to the issuance

of this report.

Recommendation #7 -~ The Department of Education should
develop an employee performance evaluation system.

Response: As has been mentioned in numerous employee meetings, the
matter of personnel evaluation is high on our list and
the recommendation represents our current planning.

Recommendation #8 - A reassessment should be made of the
department's role in vocational education. . . .etc.

Response: The assessment of vocational education and other
departmental functions will continue on an ongoing
basis. We will involve local school divisions and the
business community, as has been our practice in the

past.

Recommendation #9 - Assessment should be made of the
staffing of teacher certification.

Response: This recommendation is consistent with Department of
Education management thinking, and we are currently in
the process of doing a thorough review of the teacher
certification personnel allocation.

Recommendation #10 - Department's Internal Audit should
perform a review to determine if the system of allocating
workload to secretarial support staff is working, and make

recommendations for improvements.

Response: This recommendation is sound and we will proceed as
suggested.

Recommendation #11 - 1Included in the department's new
system of time allocation should be a method of recording

time spent on project development.
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Response: This is actually ongoing at the present time. An RFP
was issued and we have accepted a proposal to develop a
time and attendance system which covers all of these
areas. The project team will submit its final report in

August.

Recommendation #12 - After a reascnable period of time,
the department's internal audit office should reassess and
evaluate staffing 1levels.

Response: This recommendation is appropriate and we will proceed
with it as suggested.

Recommendation #13 - Regional service representatives
should meet with each team leader sent to work on a
project in their region before the development of the
project.

Response: This recommendation is sound and is being implemented.

Recommendation #14 -~ The department should perform reviews
internally if increased need for travel from Richmond to
the field has resulted in either reducing the amount of
service or becoming inefficient and expensive.

Response: Such reviews are ongoing and will be reflected in future
evaluations of the regional service system.

Recommendation #15 - The department should assess its
potential work load each year.

Response: This is an interesting idea. I am not sure why we would
want to carry on such a detailed analysis simply because
things will change from year to year. As far as .
developing a system to track projects, we now have such
a system on our local area network (LAN) and we will
continue to develop it in terms of sophistication.

Recommendation #16 - The department should develop a
detailed implementation plan explaining how the
reorganized agency will operate.

Response: It is much too soon to develop such a plan., As a matter
of fact, it is counter productive to the way we are
operating at the present time. The department would be
pleased to develop such a plan with the requested
assurances by the 1993 session of the General Assembly.

Recommendation #17 - The clepartment should report to the
1992 session of the General Assembly on the steps it will
take to verify the self-reported local school division
data submitted for the S0OQ and accreditation process.
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Response: The Department of Education will be happy to provide
this information to the appropriate committees of the

General Assembly.

Recommendation #18 - The Board of Education should
determine whether the department's compliance activities
and capabilities are sufficient to meet its constitutional

and statutory requirements.

Response: A copy of this report will be provided to the Board of
Education for their consideration. Moreover the members
of the Board have already been briefed on the
Department's commitment to continue to help the Board
meet its constitutional and statutory responsibilities.

Recommendation #19 - DOE should develop a balanced and
comprehensive approach to 1local school division
accountability.

Respopse: This is a sound recommendation and we will proceed with
it.

Recommendation #20 - The General Assembly may wish to
direct a review of the reorganized department in
approximately 2 years.

Response: It would appear that another study of the reorganization
of the Department of Education would be warranted after
two years, at a minimum, in order to allow time for the
changes to be more fully implemented. The next review,
if undertaken, should be in a three to five-year time

frame.



Attachment A

Note: Attachment A referenced in the Department of Education response is an article
entitled "The Bureaucracy Busters," which appeared in the June 17, 1991, issue of
Fortune Magazine. Copyright laws prohibit the republication of the article here.
However, persons interested in the article may wish to obtain it at the Department of
Education, the JLARC offices, or a public library.



Attachment B

Main Differences in Cclass of 0Old and New Positions

Classification Qld New
Factor
Supervision Relied on supervision | Higher classes based
given to drive the more on degree of
class designation technical expertise
(a.g., associate or/and experience
director, with leading teams
administrative than the factor of
director, etc.) supervision
Scope of Narrowly defined- Broader--beyond
Responsibility || related specifically single areas of
to technical technical expertise~-
{(education discipline) | more responsibility
expertise to educational needs
in general
Impact of Narrowly defined Impact of action is
Actions much greater;
potential to impact
education is greatly
increased due to
variety of projects
Complexity Narrowly defined by Greatly increased;
discipline and class projects more
specification comprehensive
(position in old requiring higher
agency). Assignments level of problenm
predictable and solving skills
repetitive
Supervision Many layers of Few layers of
Received supervision--limited supervision--much
independence more individual and
independence to
determine project
participation
Personal Limited to few levels Much broader--contact
Contacts of school personnel with all levels of
school personnel and
agency officials in
and outside state
government
Classification 0ld New
Factor
Specific to position-- | Skills reflect
KSAs usually a single area broader knowledge of

of education

education as well as
specific discipline
expertise




Attachment C

CONCERNS BASED ADOPTION MODEL

The Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) angd the reconceptilization
of the Department of Education were made for each other. CBAM is
client-centered and identifies the special needs of the individuals
. immersed in a change process. When used  in an educational

administrative environment it necessitates a shift in thinking to
a student-centered focus which many individuals find difficult
during the early stages of change.

CBAM was developed by Hall, Wallace and Dossett (1973) of at the
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the
University of Texas and is a cornerstone for the facilitation of
change within an educational environment. Used frequently by staff
developers and it is incorporated in the recently developed ASCD's
program, Assisting Change in Education (ACE).

CBAM consists of three components and is utilized after the change
is made, regardless of whether it was a "top-down" or "bottom-up"
decision making process. It is a facilitation model designed to
maximize the prospects for success while minimizing the change-
related frustration of individuals. The Innovation Configurations
(IC) component focuses on the various components of the innovation
and measures the extent to which the components have been adopted
by individuals. The Levels of Use (LoU) component identifies the
way individuals are actually employing new procedures. The Stages
of Concern (SoC) is the primary diagnostic tool of the model.

The SoC dimension of CBAM focuses on the concerns of individuals
involved in change. One procedure for assessing individual
concerns is the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (Hall,
George, and Rutherford 1979). The SoCQ recognizes seven levels of
concern and groups them into three dimensions (table 1.1).

The SoCQ was administered to Department of Education personnel on
an voluntary basis on November 1, 1990, and May 15, 1991. Although
respondent numbers were lower than expected, Department profiles
indicating organizational patterns were generated (figure 1.1).
Figure 1.1 indicates that even six months after the initiation of
change, self concerns are still the primary focus within the
department but that management and impact concerns are beginning to
increase.

Personnel concerns ("My place in the new structure - will I be here
to be part of the innovation? Nov. '90.) have abated by almost
twenty points and are now within the range of the other self

concerns. This will facilitate the further reduction of self
concerns ("My personal future, that of my family, and the reduction
in services this is going to cause."™ Nov. '90; "Concerned that

rumors are the best way to learn how to get things accomplished.

May '91) as the Department's reconceptualization moves forward. As
hown by the graph, the variations in intensity validate the
evelopmental nature of change.



The pattern and intensity of the graph (concerns) are directly
affected by the nature of the change and the kind of assistance
received during the change. Progression through the stages of
concern is not absolute and everyone will not move through the
stages at the same pace nor have the same intensity of concern at
the various stages (table 1.2). That is, self concerns will be
most intense early in the change process as indicated and abate
with time, and task concerns ("Locating space for team meeting at
appropriate times." May '91.) will rise. Impact concerns ("My major
concern is all students will benefit educationally and socially
from the re-organization." May '91) will heighten after task
concerns have been reduced.

As indicated by the large one standard deviation numbers and
differences between the two questionnaire results, individuals
within the department are experiencing a wide range of intensity
("The effect that instability and lack of job security will have on
morale and effectiveness of employees." "My concern is to quickly
implement the reorganization so that we can begin to refine it to
make it work better." Nov '90; "If I am responsible for my own
actions, why am I not given the opportunity to make some
decisions?" "I welcome the change. I am very pleased with this
approach. I feel that this innovation will improve the achievement
of students in the Commonwealth." May '91) related to the
individual stages of concerns.

The above findings further substantiate the following assumptions
about organizational change which have been verified through
research and form the basis for the CBAM model:

1. Change is a process not an event.

2. Change is accomplished by individuals.

3. Change is a highly personal experience.

4. Change involves developmental growth.

5. Change is best understood in operational terms.

6. The focus of facilitation should be on individuals,
innovations, and the context.



Fs59msa. Stages of Concern: Typical Expressions of Concern
about the Innovation
Stages of Concem _ Expressions of Concem
1
g. 6 Refocusing I have some ideas about something that would work even
better.
3 § Collaboration | am concerned about relating what | am doing with what
T other instructors are doing. -
4 Consequence How is my use affecting kids? - i
T ‘ ' -
A
- 8§ 3 Management i seem to be spending all my time getting material ready.
g 2 Personal How will using it atfect me?
L 1 Informational ! would like to know more about it.
F 0 Awareness | am not concerned about it (the innovation).
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Appendix C

JLARC Staff Comments on the DOE Response

We are pleased to see that the department agrees with the JLARC staff report
in a number of areas and with the recommendations. While the new departmentisin an
early stage, some course corrections appear appropriate. Department actions to imple-
ment these recommendations should be helpful to the agency’s development.

There are six broad aspects of the department’s response that we think require
further comment. These aspects are the context of JLARC’s review of the department,
the reorganization process, position classification factors, organization planning, the
CBAM survey instrument, and the use of input standards.

ntext of ’s Revi

With regard to the timing of the JLARC review, the following needs to be
considered. The Department of Education is an essential agency of State government.
The Superintendent of Public Instruction initiated a process to bring “radical” change to
that agency. We agree with the department that it is too soon to reach conclusions as to
the ultimate efficiency or effectiveness of the new department. Nonetheless, members
of the General Assembly have expressed interest in issues such as the progress, and cost
savings, of the reorganization. Given the risks undertaken and potential implications of
the reorganization, it seems fully appropriate for the General Assembly to request that
the reorganization process be monitored and reviewed as to how this major change was
being effected. An initial assessment of the reorganization in three to five years would
have been too late to provide the General Assembly with information it was interested
in, and to provide department management with what we think is needed feedback.

JLARC staff understand that the reorganization of the department is a means
to an ends, and not an end in itself. The department response indicates that their
direction — that is, of redirecting the organization toward a research and assistance
orientation — is not understood. On the contrary, we think that at least since the Price
Waterhouse report of 1989, if not before, a need to improve the department in these areas
‘was understood. Aninterim briefing by JLARC staffon the reorganization, as well as this
report, acknowledge the broad objectives of the reorganization. However, this JLARC
report indicates a number of areas of concern as to how the department appears to have
organized or oriented itself to achieve its objectives. In addition, the reportindicates that
the department needs to be more specific about how it intends to achieve its objectives.

The department’s response indicates that in the event that the reorganization
does not work, “the worst thing that can happen is that we will be no worse off tomorrow
than we are today.” That position constitutes a difference in assumption between the
department and the JLARC staffreport. While the former department had problems, in
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our view it is certainly possible that anill-defined or mismanaged new department could
be worse than the old department. Survey responses of DOE employees and local school
personnel indicate that many of them also forsee a possibility of harm if the new
department performs poorly. The JLARC report identifies several aspects of the new
department, including over-extensive use of the RFP and teaming processes, that could
potentially set the department backward rather than forward.

The department says its “request is that we simply be given the opportunity to
make a difference.” The department has that opportunity, but to this date has given few
specifics as to what it intends to do with the opportunity. The new department needs a
supportive environment, but scrutiny and skepticism also have a place. Considering the
magnitude of the implications with regard to the education system in Virginia as well as
the need to ensure the appropriate spending of public funds, a balance must be struck.
A question is whether the department can reasonably expect to maintain its opportunity
to create change without the equal responsibility for more fully communicating specific
plans for achieving its mission..

Th nization Pr

The overall “reaction” section of the DOE response defends the department’s
implementation strategy for the reorganization. It is implied by DOE that the JLARC
staff report is inconsistent, in criticizing the department for moving too quickly and too
slowly. It says that there were no models to follow in designing the process, and the
reorganization “was conducted in the best way it could be conducted given the circum-
stances.” And it is indicated that all State personnel policies were -adhered to and
followed. :

With regard to theissue of the speed of the reorganization, in our view the report
makes two separate but not inconsistent points. The first point is that if the department
had chosen a methodology for accomplishing the reorganization that did not entail a .
large-scale competitive hiring process, then it may have been possible to plan appropri-
ately and accomplish the reorganization quickly (that is, by the department’s self-
imposed January 1 deadline). This point is legitimate, because the heaviest workload
that delayed and impaired the reorganization was clearly due to the major competitive
hiring process. :

The second point, however, is that given that the department decided to conduct
a major competitive hiring process as part of the reorganization, it was not realistic for
the department to expect to complete the process quickly (or by the department’s self-
imposed January 1 deadline). Thisis the point that is addressed by Figure 8 in the report
and the surrounding text. The draft details how the department worked hard and took
steps to expedite the process to minimize late completion of the process. It appears to us
that the department’s own self-imposed deadlines of January 1 and February 1, however,
raised false expectations as to how quickly DOE could accomplish what it wanted to
accomplish, and helped bring upon itself criticism from others that the department was
moving too slowly. JLARC staff have never made that criticism, and in fact at the
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December interim briefing JLARC staff stated concern that given what the department
intended to do, the department’s revised deadline of February 1 did not appear adequate.

The next issue raised by DOE is the lack of models for a reorganization, and the
contention that the reorganization “was conducted in the best way it could be conducted
given the circumstances.” There are materials in the organization literature, however,
about conducting a reorganization or down-sizing. JLARC staff analysis of the DOE
reorganization process uses criteria identified in organizational literature as important
to a down-sizing process. The criteria are common sense items, such as: involve
individuals with personnel expertise early and fully, develop tactical plans, handle the
action with empathy and tact, assess organizational functions, define groups affected by
the change, and determine and describe the positions needed. In several of these areas,
what the department did serves as a case study of what not to do in conducting this type

of process.

We donot agree that the items noted as planning problems in the JLARC report
would have required a process of 18 months to two years to correct. For example, a
number of problems could have been avoided by simply involving individuals with
personnel expertise earlier and more fully in the process, such as in explaining the
mechanism of personnel changes to the employees.

We also are not convinced that a planned approach would have delayed the
department in getting to a point where it will be fully operational. For example, the
department did not perform a complete assessment of functions before announcing its
reorganization. This did not constitute time saved or work avoided — it constituted work
postponed. The lack of a department plan to address these functions has caused
substantial employee confusion, and some school division confusion, in the spring and
early summer of 1991. Recently, the department has tried to increase its efforts to
address the deficiency of not having the functional assessment completed. Under the
path chosen by DOE, that process still is not complete as of July 1991.

With respect to whether the process abrogated State personnel policies, JLARC
staffagree with the department. It appears that the letter of State policies were followed.
Nonetheless, some important issues are raised by the process used, in that certain actions
taken rendered provisions of the policy inapplicable, and the methodology used appears
to be inconsistent with the intent or spirit of the current personnel policies.

As cited in the report, 82 percent of all employees hired competitively by DOE
were employees of the former department. In some cases, the former occupants of what
JLARC staff have noted as similar positions in the former DOE were the only applicants
even interviewed for the new positions in the new DOE,

The department considers the new positions to be substantially different. If
that were the case, then the outcome of the competitive process would appear to indicate
a surprising breadth of qualifications of the employees of the former department (to be
aptly suited for these substantially different positions), or to a disappointing lack of more
qualified candidates from which to choose for these substantially different positions.
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It still appears to us that the major justification for creating the new positions
(the proposed “interdisciplinary context addressing educational problems on a broader
scale”) is a flimsy and vague reason for abolishing and establishing positions for which
employees with the desired disciplinary expertise have to reapply competitively. The
interdisciplinary emphasis could have been assimilated gradually into the job descrip-
tions of the agency, and employees trained for increased team and proactive interdisci-
plinary work. In fact, a training program about working on teams is being offered by the
department now to the members of the new agency, 89 percent of whom are from the
former DOE. The reorganization action appears to establish a precedent thatjeopardizes
the future of employee protections. There is an endless variety of such changes in work
processes or environment that management in other agencies could contemplate, with
less than worthy objectives, to eliminate senior employees without regard to performance
evaluations or providing training opportunities.

DPT performed its role within the letter of the policies. However, the issue of
substantial similarity or substantial difference between positions is more a judgement
call than a technical decision. Further, DPT is part of an administration that placed a
high priority upon effecting the reorganization. DPT staffapproved position descriptions
in an average of 1.6 days. Almost two-thirds of the positions were approved in one day.
DPT staff stated to JLARC staff during the process that they did not systematically
compare new and old descriptions in conducting the review. As the JLARC report states,
this was technically acceptable because DPT policy provides for changes in classification
levels alone as a criteria for position abolition and establishment.

The low number of grievances filed as a result of the process (actually, there
were three grievances filed as of May 9, not one as the department response indicates)
is not very informative relative to the appropriateness of the classification decisions. As
DPT states in its response to the JLARC report, the Grievance Procedure makes the
“lelstablishment and revision of wages, salaries, position classifications, or general
benefits non-grievable.” DOE employees interested in filing a grievance were made
aware that classification decisions were non-grievable.

With regard to the morale issue and the connection between it and the
reorganization, the open-ended responses of DOE employees to the JLARC survey clearly
indicate that reorganization issues, not general State government salary freezes,
malaise, or economic conditions, were the primary contributors to morale problems. The
reorganization process in fact provided one of the few opportunities for salary increases
in State government, with 60 employees of the former department being rehired to the
new department at salary increases of 9.3 percent.

Finally, the difference between DOE’s proposed adjustment of the personnel
compensation savings and JLARC’s figure is $183,076 ($713,900 compared to $530,824).
DOE indicates in the response that JLARC’s compensation savings figure is too low
because it appears that JLARC staffused toohigh a salary amount in estimating the costs
associated with vacant and held positions in the new DOE. The data, however, are total
personnel compensation figures, including salaries and fringe benefit costs throughout.
The compensation amounts attached to the vacant and held positions were taken directly
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from estimates of salary and fringe benefit costs provided by DOE’s budget office in
March. The budget office estimated VSRS, Social Security, and Group Life as 23 percent
of salary; in addition, there is a benefit contribution for medical costs. Excluding the
benefit amounts, the average salary estimated for these positions therefore falls within
the grade 15 range that the department’s response indicates would be accurate. Thus,
we have not adjusted our compensation savings analysis based on the department’s

response.

iti lassification F r

To illustrate personnel policy concerns or issues associated with the DOE
competitive hiring process, the JLARC staff report focused on the similarity of positions
and the point that the same employees were hired back to the positions. The department’s
Attachment B addresses DPT classification factors that were used to establish the
classifications within which the new positions were approved. Attachment B in DOE’s
responses provides some generalizations about the old and the new department on these
dimensions, as used tojustify the establishment of the new classifications. The following
are comments on the generalizations presented by DOE in its Attachment B.

Supervision Given. As explained by DPT, the “supervision given” factor
compares the extent to which “position duties require leadership and coordination of the
efforts of others [emphasis added].” DOE’s Attachment B states that the old DOE
classifications “relied on supervision given to drive the class designation”, such as
“associate director, administrative director, etc.”

JLARC staff excluded positions at the director level and above in its analysis,
because of the issue of supervisory responsibility “of others.” Below the director level in
the former DOE, employees were called “supervisors” — but this meant responsibility for
leadership and coordination of program activities, not direct supervisory responsibility
of others. All of the individuals listed in Exhibit 1 of the JLARC staff report are at the
DOE program supervisor level (and all positions counted in the 88 position total are below
the director level). Thus, the factor of supervision given does not justify the abolition of
these former positions.

Scope of Responsibility. DOE states in its response that “many of the positions
within DOE admittedly require similar expertise in content discipline.” However, DOE
states that the old DOE’s scope of responsibility was narrowly defined to technical
expertise, while the scope of new positions is broader, with more responsibility to
educational needs in general.

We agree that the new DOE is acting in the direction of broadening the scope
of the positions to perform more interdisciplinary problem-solving. But the issue is
whether this should be a sufficient basis for job abolition and creation. The new DOE job
descriptions as approved address the interdisciplinary concept, but do not minimize the
importance of “single areas of technical expertise.” The first unique work task or duty
of each position in Exhibit 1 is to provide “highly complex technical and analytical
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services directly to teachers and administrators in the field of [x] (emphasis added).” The
KSAs for the new positions require considerable knowledge of the field, and demon-
strated ability as specialists in the field.

Impact of Actions. It is not clear that the potential positive or negative
consequences of high or low-quality service are increased, based on whether services are
rendered more frequently by multi-disciplinary teams as opposed to by several content
experts operating individually. The consequences of untimely or poor information and
assistance could in either case be damaging to the school or school division. We
understand the department’s hope that through its teams, it may be able to address some
different and possibly broader issues than the former department may have addressed.

Complexity. Job descriptions of the former DOE generally enumerate a wide
range of work tasks for individual positions. One abolished position from Exhibit 1, for
example, was described to perform the following: participate in policy formulation;
develop and disseminate guidelines; participate in the dissemination of “best practices”
via technical assistance, training, and in-service; participate in collecting, analyzing, and
disseminating information about the programs and students; develop and distribute
curricula materials; provide technical assistance in the technology used to assist
impaired students; participate in interagency task forces, study committees, councils,
monitoring teams, and accreditation teams; and develop proposals and direct funded
projects.

The area of expertise expected from most positions was predictablein the former
DOE, as it is in the new DOE. However, the tasks enumerated in many former job
descriptions do not fit the generalization of “assignments predictable and repetitive.”
Assignments in the new agency may have reduced predictability — but in part this
appears to be an unfortunate result of ad-hoc agency management decisions based on
idea papers and without a broad plan for organizational activity.

Supervision and Personal Contacts. Under the job descriptions of the former
agency, employees were expected to have substantial automony in responding to
requests for information from localities and in initiating and planning technical assis-
tance to school divisions. Many employees had broad contacts, through activities such
as advisory boards, task forces, workshops, and conferences.

Under the new DOE, by comparison, contacts from school divisions are to go to
field service representatives, and direct contacts from divisions to other staff are
discouraged. Projects to provide technical assistance are now undertaken based almost
exclusively on top management rather than employee decisions (the RFP process). Only
division chiefs have the responsibility to prepare the project proposals which set the
parameters for how the assistance will be provided. Teams are supposed to function with
a high degree of autonomy in the new DOE, but job descriptions of the former DOE
indicated substantial autonomy in working on assistance projects. Drafts of the
department’s transition plans indicate an intent to eliminate much of the advisory board,
task force, workshop and conference activity that formerly helped department employees
establish contacts. It also is not clear that the new department will fund the travel
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necessary to increase on-site assistance and contacts. In summary, it is not clear that
employees in the new DOE will have more authority, independence, or personal contacts.

Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs). The new DOE job descriptions contain

language that explicitly recognize that the work processes of the proposed positions are
tobe different (multi-disciplinary team settings). The JLARC staffreport recognizes this
point, but questions whether this is sufficient basis to abolish and create positions.
Otherwise, the KSAs of the new and former positions are very similar, with both placing
prominence on knowledge of a particular field, demonstrated ability as a specialist,
similar education and training, and similar levels and tynes of experience.

Organizationgl Planning

In announcing the reorganization plan in September of 1990, the Superinten-
dent said that DOE “staff lacks focus. It has been asked to be all things to all people.” It
appears from reviewing the department’s intended work processes, as well as employee
reactions to those processes, that the Superintendent’s observation remains accurate

today.

The lack of focus at DOE is not simply based on the fact that the reorganized
DOE is new and processes have not had time to be implemented. The real concern is
current departmental management attitudes and practices. This is reflected in the
department’s response to our recommendation that it develop a detailed implementation
plan explaining how the reorganized agency will operate. The department states:

It is much too soon to develop such a plan. As a matter of fact, it is
counterproductive to the way we are operating at the present time.

The response pinpoints the JLARC staff concern. It appears that department
management, ininitiating a “new” department, has an obligation to identifyits priorities,
what it intends to accomplish, and how it intends to accomplish it. This can be
accomplished through employee participation at all levels, and is not intended to be a top-
down approach as the department suggestsinits response. Instead of through planning,
however, the department management intends to let its clients and staff know what its

priorities are on a case-by-base basis.

We understand that DOE management believes that the approach it is taking
is consistent with the less well-defined, problem-solving structure and approach that
some private sector companies are moving toward (see Appendix A of the DOE response).
On the other hand, the department needs to consider that the companies generally cited
are well-established organizations that are moving to new approaches slowly on a
carefully planned basis. Further, it should be noted that with private sector companies,
accountability can be established by the bottom line of profits made. The companies have
a clear-cut incentive to meet client needs and clients have a clear-cut way to express
disastisfaction (obtain the product elsewhere). DOE’s mission, process, and environment
are substantially different. A plan of action is a must, if DOE is to be held accountable.
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CBAM Instrument

CBAM is an interesting approach to measuring a group’s acceptance of an
innovation in a school-based environment. The information gathered from the CBAM
instrument may prove somewhat valuable to DOE management, in gathering insight
about DOE employees. For example, it may be reassuring to find that DOE employees
are passing through predicted stages of concern about the reorganization. However,
there are several issues to be raised, shared by JLARC staff and an independent
organizational development specialist, about using this instrument as a primary means
of assessing the DOE reorganization.

First, the application of the CBAM instrument is proven for measuring change
specific to a school-based environment. The instrument, though commercially developed,
has been written for that purpose. Therefore, the way in which the instrument has been
designed, including the specific wording of the questions, appears inappropriate for use
by DOE. The questions are simply confusing, by relating to a school’s organization, and
not DOE’s organization. A survey instrument’s validity depends not only upon the care
with which it is constructed, but the context within which it is used.

Second, the CBAM instrument does not measure different and distinct compo-
nents of the DOE reorganization. The instrument measures personal acceptance of an
innovation, whichin this case is the DOE reorganization as a whole. However, there have
been many innovations introduced by the DOE reorganization, and the CBAM instru-
ment does not permit independent measurements of the the many innovations intro-
duced by DOE. For example, the instrument does not measure aspects of the RFP
process, team-based operations, reduced levels of hierarchy, and so forth. Use of the word
“innovation” does not allow for reliable feedback of the numerous and complex changes
that employees are experiencing.

Third, the CBAM instrument is being administered by DOE itself. Thus, the
responses obtained through the instrument are likely to be less candid than those from
an instrument administered by an outside party.

Finally, as has been stated, the CBAM instrument gauges the intensity of
employee concerns about innovative change. It does not assess employee opinion about
whether they think the innovation is an improvement, or whether certain aspects of the
mnovation should be modified. Given that most of the new DOE operations have never
been tried before in this kind of setting, some means to assess employee opinion about
whether the innovations are working seems appropriate. In contrast to the CBAM
instrument, the JLARC survey was designed with that purpose in mind.

I ndar
It is encouraging to see in the department’s response to the JLARC report that

the department’s “objective for the standards is a mix of outcomes and inputs demon-
strated to have a clear relationship to student achievement.”
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There is substantial documentation of a recent dialogue on the elimination of
input standards in Virginia. For example, in addition to the report of the Governor’s
Commission on Educational Opportunity for All Virginians, the minutes of the Board of
Education meeting of April 1991 show this intent. The minutes reflect DOE staff
testimony that:

the move away from inputs to outcome measures will simplify these
[the SOQ and SOA] documents. The specifics on how school divisions
arrive at their outcomes will likely not go into future SOQ or SOA
except as menus for schools to choose what works best for its students.

The Superintendent was asked how the SOQ and SOA would change. The
minutes indicate that the Superintendent said that:

standards would include instructional strategies that would support
the expected outcomes. For example, the SOA, instead of specifying a
pupil-teacher ratio of 1:25, would contain strategies that support the
cognitive development of eight-year-olds. ... The standards would be
outcome-driven, with flexibility in terms of alternatives for reaching
that expected outcome. The specified outcome would be the standard.

One DOE division chief indicated to the Board that it may need to retain some input
standards for a while as a ‘security blanket/comfort factor’ for school divisions until the
Board can complete the evaluation component.

Thus, the department’s responseindicating that inputs will continue to have the
status of standards, and not just guidelines, appears to reflect a change in view and is
encouraging. However, the department still needs to understand that the only input
standards of value may not be just those that have a “clear relationship to student
achievement.” As cited in the JLARC report, input standards may also have value as
guarantees of basic educational opportunity, or as safeguards from particularly poor or
unsafe learning environments.
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Department of Personnel and Training Response

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DORTHULA H. POWELL-WOODSON Department Of Personnel and Training JAMES MONROE BUILDING

DIRECTOR 101 N. 14TH STREET
RICHMOND. VIRGINIA 23219

July 5, 1991 (804) 225-2131

(V/TDD) (804) 371-7671

Mr. Philip A. Leone

Director

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building

Capitol Square

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for inviting me to comment on the "exposure
draft" of your report, The Reorganization of the Department
of Education.

As a general comment, I am pleased that your report
recognizes that the Department of Personnel and Training
(DPT) followed policies and procedures in completing its work
on this reorganization. With respect to the issues raised
concerning the policies which governed the reorganization, I
offer the following for your consideration.

It is generally recognized that agency management must
have the latitude to organize to meet 1ts operational
requirements. As such, many of the policies governing
position classification are geared to allow management to
administer effectively and efficiently the affairs of the
agency. For example, the Federal government may mandate that
an agency provide services or programs not required
previously. Therefore, agencies must have the flexibility to
change their organizational structure in response to changing

riorities, needs, or requirements. Developing policies that
impose rigid, inflexible criteria may undermine agencies'
ability to be responsive to these changing circumstances.

*Even the state's Employee Grievance Procedure, recognizes
this concept. It states that "management reserves the
exclusive right to manage the affairs and operations of
government." As a result, the Grievance Procedure makes the
"rfejstablishment and revision of wages, salaries, position
classifications, or general benefits" non grievable.
(Emphasis added)

I~ 1

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Mr. Philip A. Leone
July 5, 1991
Page 2

In connection with the reorganization of the Department
of Education (DOE), you contend that some of the new
positions established do not appear to differ significantly
from positions that existed prior to the reorganization.
Spec1flca11y, the report targets the stated purposes of
certain new jobs as virtually indistinguishable from their
predecessors, therefore rendering the new classifications
suspect.

A change in a job's purpose may warrant a change in its
classification. However, the determination of a job's
classification encompasses more than an assessment of its
purpose., For example, an ana1y51s of other factors (e.g.,
complexity of work, supervision given, supervision received,
scope, impact of actlons, personal contacts, and knowledges,
skills and abilities) is essential in determlnlng the ]Ob'

classification. By asse551ng these factors, a determination
is made as to what is required in accomplishing the job's
stated purpose. Our review of the DOE reorganlzatlon included
an analysis of these other factors, and, in our opinion,
justifies a different classification for each position that
you questioned.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

05/0’0“1«1“ K. Pwere - waods

Dorthula H. Powell-Woodson
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Appendix E
JLARC Survey of DOE Staff

A major source of information for this report was a JLARC staff survey of DOE
employee perceptions of the agency reorganization. The survey, conducted in May of
1991, was sent to a group of employees who had surveyed in the fall of 1990, as well as
an additional group of 50 randomly selected staff from the reorganized department. The
purpose of the survey was to solicit the perspective of employees who were rehired, not
rehired, or were newly hired.

The new sample of 50 randomly chosen employees was stratified according to
each of the substantive areas of the new organization. This included sampling from: (1)
the student services branch, (2) administrative services, (3) research, policy develop-
ment, and information systems, (4) secretarial and support staff, and (5) a miscellaneous
category containing staff from areas such as the human resources staff and internal
audit. The number of personnel sampled from each branch was proportional to the
number of personnel hired for each branch. The response rate for this survey was 86
percent.

Two versions of the survey were distributed: one for “professional staff” and one
for “administrative support staff” (secretarial and support staff). It should be noted that
many of the same questions are contained on both the professional staff survey and the
administrative support survey. This was done so that a complete data set could be
created for questions that pertained to all staffin the new organization. Most of the data
used in this report involves combined data from the two surveys.

The following pages in this appendix include copies of both survey versions.
Reported next to each question is the total number of responses tallied for each response
to each question.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of
The Virginia General Assembly

Questionnaire for
Selected DOE Employees
About the Reorganization of
the Department of Education

During the 1990 legislative session, the General Assembly requested JLARC to con-
duct a study of the organization, management, operations, and performance of the Depart-
ment of Education (DOE). This request was made prior to the department’s change in lead-
ership. After DOE made the announcement to reorganize, the study focus was shifted to
concentrate on the reorganization.

In December 1990, JLARC staff completed an interim report on the status of the
reorganization. Part of that report contained information about employee perceptions of the
reorganization, gathered through a survey of 50 randomly chosen employees.

JLARC staff are now working to complete a final report on the reorganization, due
to be completed this summer. This phase of the study also includes a survey of employees
to assess their opinions about the reorganization. As part of that process, you were selected
to receive this questionnaire. You were chosen either because you are part of a new random
sample of 50, or because you were a member of the group that was surveyed in December.
Regardless of how you were chosen to participate, we would like to obtain your views in
several areas, including your experiences with the hiring process and your perceptions of the
early implementation stages of the reorganization.

We hope that you will be frank in your responses. As with the previous survey, the
data will be reported in aggregate form. No identifying information will be given to or shared
with any agency. Your name is written on the top of the questionnaire to ensure that the
surveys returned are from the sample drawn, and for follow-up purposes.

In answering the survey, please give each question your careful consideration. The
information gathered on this questionnaire is very important to our study and we appreciate
your time and effort. Please return the completed survey directly to JLARC in the attached
envelope by Wednesday, May 15, 1991. Ifyou have any questions, call Julie Cole or Bob Rotz

at 786-1258.



(1)

(2)

3

4)

Spring 1991
Professional Staff Survey

NAME

What is the total length of time you have been working for the
Commonwealth? (Please fill in the boxes)

DD years DD months Average = 10.48 years

What is the total length of time you have been working for the Department of
Education? (Please fill in the boxes)

DD years D[:] months Average = 8.22 years

What is your current title and grade level? (Please fill in the boxes)

Title:
Grade:{ Average = 14.08

Have you held positions in the field of education prior to your current posmon"
{Please check the appropriate box)

42 D Yes [If Yes, please list the type of position(s) and length of service.]
8 D No [If No, please go to question 5] N = 50

(5) If you worked for the Commonwealth or the former DOE immediately prior to

your new position with the department, how did your grade level change as a
result of the reorganization? (Please check the appropriate box)
12 [_] Increased
3 [:] Decreased
32 D Stayed the same

3 D I did not work for the Commonwealth or the former DOE prior to
my current position with the department

= 50



Questions 6 to 9 are applicable to employees who applied for one or more positions in the
new DOE. If you did not apply for your position because your position was unaffected by
the reorganization, please check this box [_] and skip to question 10.

7

(6) How many positions did you apply for at DOE? (Please fill in the blank)

Average 5.93  pcitions N = 43

(7) How many interviews were you granted? (Please fill in the blank)
Average _2.05 Interviews N = 43

(8) Ifyou were granted one or more interviews with DOE, please go to question 8A.
If you were not interviewed for any positions, please skip to question 9.

A. How many days advance notice were you given prior to the interview(s)?

(Please fill in the blanks)
Minimum days notice ___2-2 Average N =37
Maximum days notice ___3-66 Average N = 28
Average days of notice ___2.98 Average N = 31

B. Did the department ask to reschedule any of your interviews? (Please check
the appropriate box)

lDYes

42 D No {If No, please skip to question 9]

C. How many times were your interviews rescheduled?

1 Times rescheduled (one person had been rescheduled once)

(9) Please summarize your reaction to the hiring process, including any positive or
negative experiences.



(10) Please list the specific training or orientation related to the reorganization
provided to you since you assumed your position. (If you have not been offered

any training or orientation please check this box [[] and skip to question 12.)
6

(11) If training or orientation was provided, was the content and quality appropriate
to your needs? (Please check the appropriate box)

23 [] Yes 12 [] No 6 [ ] NoOpinion N = 41

Comments:

(12) Which of the following items have made a significant contribution toward your
understanding of what to do and how to function in your new position?
(Please check all the boxes that apply).

10 D Position description
11 [_] Job Interview(s)
27 D Staff meetings
25 D One-on-One meetings with superiors
12 D Training or orientation sessions
13 D Manuals, memos, or other written materials
4 D Information on how your performance will be evaluated
17 D Trial and error
15 D Other
N = 50




(13) Do you feel that you have been provided with enough information about the new
organization and your position to allow you to perform satisfactorily? (Please
check the appropriate box)

19[ ] Yes 20 [] No 7 [[] No Opinion N = 46

Comments:

(14) Since the reorganization went into effect have you bad enough work to do?
(Please check the appropriate box)

46D Yes 3[:] No 1 D No Opinion N = 50

Comments:

(15) Since the reorganization took effect, on average how many hours per week have
you worked? (Please fill in the blank)

47.14 Hours per week  Average

(16) Typically, do you feel that your current work assignments correspond with what
you were hired to do? (Please check the appropriate box)

35 D Yes 3 D No 6 D No Opinion N = &4

Comments:

(17) In how many team projects formed through the RFP process are you currently
participating? (Please fill in the blank)

1.9 Team projects Average



(18) Based upon your work assignments to date, do you think that a greater
proportion of your time is spent on team projects, or on work assignments
outside of the team structure? (Please check one)

5 D Team projects
35 D Work outside of the team structure N = 48
8 [] About half and half

(19) Do you feel that you have timely access to your division chief to discuss any
concerns you may have about your work or assignments? (Please check the
appropriate box)

37 [] Yes 8 [] No 4 [[] NoOpinion ¥ = 49

Comments:

(20) Based on your experience to date with the request for proposal (RFP) process,
pleaes check all statements that describe your experience. (Please check all the
boxes that apply)

25 D I was asked to be team member for a proposed project

12 D I was asked to be team leader for a proposed project

19 D I requested to be a team member for a project and was selected
7 D I requested to be a team member for a project and was not selected

22 D I participated in developing and/or writing a proposal

10 D I was primarily reponsible for writing a proposal

21 [] Ihave not had any direct involvement

6 D Other

N = 50
Comments:




(21) Have you encountered any problems with coordinating any of the following:
(Please check all the boxes that apply, and describe why in the space below)

11 D Work flow due to your participation on more than one project
18 l___] Administrative support
11 D Computer support
3 D Travel arrangements
21 D Incoming phone calls

9 [] Other N = 50

Comments:

(22) Are there some functions that are not being performed that you believe should be
performed in the new organization? (Please check the appropriate box) ‘
[If Yes, please name those functions.]

21[] Yes s[] No 21[] NoOpinion N = 47

Comments:



(23) In your opinion, is the new DOE advancing toward meeting the following

objectives? (Please check one box for each item)

Strongly

Strongly

No

Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion

A. Minimizing bureaucracy 6 [ 1 13[]

B. Empowering non-management
staff to make more decisions 5 D 15 D

C. Channeling, prioritizing, and

coordinating work 4 D 13 D
D. Minimizing distraction from
prioritized work 1 D 10 D

E. Coordinating interdisciplinary
functions across the agency
for more effective problem-

solving 3[] [

F. Effectively using the team
approach to carry out the
department’s work 1 D 14 D

Comments:

1 ]
15 []
15D
20[]

12|____]

o[ ]

14 []
10 ]

=

5[]

1]

» [

s O
s O
«O
2 [

16D

16 []

(24) What will be the process for your performance evaluation under the new DOE?

N

4

b

2

=z

2

47

47

47

48

48

47



(25) Do you foresee any concerns about the performance evaluation process to be used

in the new organization?

A. Do you think a process can and will be developed to provide for comprehensive

evaluations of employees who are working on several teams? (Please check the

appropriate box)

11 [:l Yes

3 [:I No

26 [] Maybe

7 D No Opinion

B. In your division, should the number of projects that an employee worked on

N = 47

be a factor in the evaluation process? (Please check the appropriate box)

4 D Yes, it should be a major factor
15 E] Yes, it should be a minor factor
26 [_] No, it should not be a factor

3 D No opinion

N = 48

(26) Do you currently agree or disagree with the following statements about DOE?
(Please check one box for each item)

A. Employee morale is good
B. Agency leadership is good

C. Employee trust in management
is good

D. Employees believe that the new
organizational structure will
function as intended

Comments:

Strongly
Agree

o []
3 [

o[]

o []

Agree  Disagree
e[ 1 15 []
15 ] 8 []

0 13

[0 20[]

Strongly
Disagree

26 []
1 []

23 []

15 []

No

«[]
13[7]

ym

s[]

2

=z

]

n

49

50

50

50



If you were employed by the Department of Education prior to January 1, 1991, pl.ease
skip to question 29. If you were not employed by the Department of Education prior to

January 1, 1991, please complete the survey through question 28, and then skip to page
11.

Emplovees Who Were Not Part of the Former DOE

(27) Were you directly contacted by DOE management and encouraged to apply for a
position with the new department? (Please check the appropriate box)

ODYes 3:] No N=3

(28) Prior to your hiring at the department, what percent of your time did you spend
working on team projects? (Please check one.)

0[] 75 percent and above

0 D 50 percent to 75 percent

3 D 25 percent to 50 percent

0[] 25 percent and below N=3

Former DOE Emplovees Only

(29) What effect, if any, did the changes in the effective date of the reorganization
have on you? (Please check the appropriate box)

6 D A positive effect
22 D A negative effect
18 I:I Made no real difference N = 46

Comments:

(30) Can you cite some examples in which the reorganized department is more

efficient or effective than the former department? (Please check the appropriate
box)

18 [_] Yes 19 [ ] No 10[T] NoOpinion N = 47

Comments:



(31) Can you cite some examples in which the reorganized department is less
efficient or effective than the former department? (Please check the appropriate
box)

32[ ] Yes 3[[] No

11 D No Opinion N = 46

(32) A. Overall, do you think the reorganized department will be:
(Please check the appropriate box)

14 [_] More effective and efficient
16 D Less effective and efficient

12 l:] About the same as the former department

B. If you feel that the new DOE will be more effective and efficient, do you

think the improvement will be worth the effort put into the reorganization?
(Please check the appropriate box)

125 Yes 7D No

Comments:

4[] No Opinion N = 23

10



The following space is provided for any additional comments you may have about
the issues raised in the questionnaire. (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.
PLEASE MAIL THE COMPLETED SURVEY BY WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 1991 TO:

JULIE COLE
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

11



Spring 1991
NAME: Secretarial & Support Staff Survey

(1) What is the total length of time you have been working for the
Commonwealth? (Please fill in the boxes)

DD years DD months Average = 13.07 years

(2) What is the total length of time you have been working for the Department of
Education? (Please fill in the boxes)

DD years DD months Average = 12.25 years

(3) What is your current title and grade level? (Please fill in the boxes)

Title:
Grade: 5.62 (average)

(4) If you worked for the Commonwealth or the former DOE immediately prior to
your new position with the department, how did your grade level change as a
result of the reorganization? (Please check the appropriate box)

2 [:] Increased
4 D Decreased N
14 D Stayed the same

0 D I did not work for the Commonwealth or the former DOE prior to
my current position with the department

20

(5) Because of the reorganization, do you think training for clerical and support
staff was needed? (Please check the appropriate box)

15 D Yes 4[] No 2["] NoOpinion ¥ =21
Was training provided to you?

5 D Yes 15 ] No 1 D No Opinion N =21

If Yes, was the content and quality of the training appropriate to your needs?

5 [:I Yes 0[:] No 0 D No Opinion N =3

Comments:



(6) Which have made a significant contribution toward your understanding of what
to do and how to function in your new job? (Please check all the boxes that apply).

5 D Position description

8 D Staff meetings

7 D One-on-one meetings with superiors

2 [[] Training or orientation sessions

5 E] Manuals, memos, or other writien materials

0 [] Information on how your performance will be evaluated

5[] Trial and error

6 [ ] Other N = 21

(7) Do you feel that you have been provided with enough information about the new
organization and your job to allow you to perform satisfactorily? (Please check
the appropriate box)

10 [C] Yes 5[] No 4 [C] No Opinion N = 19

Comments:

(8) Have you encountered any problems with coordinating the following:
(Please check all that apply, and describe why in the space below)

4 D Work flow
4 D Computer support
11 D Incoming phone calls
1 D Other N

21

Comments:



(9) Since the reorganization went into effect, have you had enough work to do?
(Please check the appropriate box)

19 [] Yes 2[] No 0[] NoOpinion N =21

Comments:

(10) Since the reorganization took effect, have you worked any overtime? (Please
check the appropriate box)

11 [:] Yes
10 [_] No N = 21
(11) Are there some administrative or secretarial services that are not being

performed that you believe should be performed in the new organization?
(Please check the appropriate box) [If Yes, please name those services]

5 [] Yes 6 [ ] No 10 [T] NoOpinion ¥ =21

Comments:

(12) In your opinion, is the new DOE advancing toward meeting the following
objectives? (Please check one box for each item)

Strongly Strongly No

A. Minimizing bureaucracy 0 D 4 D 12 D OD 4 D N

B. Empowering non-management

staff to make more decisions 1 D 7 D 7 D 1 D 4 D N
C. Channeling, prioritizing, and
coordinating work 0 D 8 D 3 D 0 E] 8 D N

D. Minimizing distraction from
prioritized work O 0O O 2] e[ w

(continued on next page)

20

20

19

19



(12 continued) Strongly St.rong]y Nq
Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion

E. Coordinating interdisciplinary
functions across the agency

i%liv?:;e effective problem- 6 D . D A D ) [__.] 10 D N =19
F. Effectively using the team
approach to carry out the OD 7D 3 D ) D 8[] N = 19

department’s work

Comments:

(13) What will be the process for your performance evaluation under the new DOE?

(14) Do you foresee any concerns about the performance evaluation process to be used
in the new organization?



(15) Do you currently agree or disagree with the following statements about DOE?

(Please check one box for each item)

Strongly

No

Acree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion

Strongly
A. Employee morale is good 0 D
B. Agency leadership is good 0 D

C. Employee trust in manage-
ment is good 0 D

D. Employees believe that the new
organizational structure will
function as intended 0 D

Comments:

1]
10[]

10 ]

1]

s []
t]

[

« [

ODN
SDN

2[] =

ZDN

(16) What effect, if any, did the changes in the effective date of the reorganization
have on you? (Please check the appropriate box)

1 [:l A positive effect
9 D A negative effect
11 [:] Made no real difference

Comments:

N = 21

20

20

21

20



(17) Can you cite some examples in which the reorganized department is more efficient
or effective than the former department? (Please check the appropriate box)

4 DYes 9 []No 7 DNoOpinion N =20

Comments:

(18) Can you cite some examples in which the reorganized department is less efficient
or effective than the former department? (Please check the appropriate box)

11 [] Yes 3] No 6 [] NoOpinion N = 20

Comments:

(19) A. Overall, do you think the reorganized department will be:
(Please check the appropriate box)

1 D More effective and efficient
6 D Less effective and efficient '
12 [_] About the same as the former department N

19

B. If you feel that the new DOE will be more effective and efficient, do
you think the level of improvement will be worth the effort put into the
reorganization? (Please check the appropriate box)

3DYes 1 DNO 5 DNoOpinion N=29

Comments:



The following space is provided for any additional comments you may have about
the issues raised in the questionnaire. (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.
PLEASE MAIL THE COMPLETED SURVEY BY WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 1991 TO:

JULIE COLE
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219
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Recent JLARC Reports
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Proceedings of the Conference on Legislative Oversight, June 1986
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Deinstitutionalization and Community Services, October 1986

The Capital Outlay Planning Process and Prison Design in the Department of Corrections,
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Organization and Management of The State Corporation Commission, December 1986

Local Jail Capacity and Population Forecast, December 1986

Correctional Issues in Virginia: Final Summary Report, December 1986

Special Report: Collection of Southeastern Americana at the University of Virginia's
Alderman Library, May 1987

An Assessment of Eligibility for State Police Officers Retirement System Benefits, June 1987

Review of Information Technology in Virginia State Government, August 1987

1987 Report to the General Assembly, September 1987

Internal Service Funds Within the Department of General Services, December 1987

Funding the State and Local Hospitalization Program, December 1987

Funding the Cooperative Health Department Program, December 1987

Funds Held in Trust by Circuit Courts, December 1987

Follow-up Review of the Virginia Department of Transportation, January 1988
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Review of the Division of Crime Victims’ Compensation, December 1988

Review of Community Action in Virginia, January 1989

Progress Report: Regulation of Child Day Care in Virginia, January 1989

Interim Report: Status of Part-Time Commonwealth’s Attorneys, January 1989

Regulation and Provision of Child Day Care in Virginia, September 1989

1989 Report to the General Assembly, September 1989

Security Staffing in the Capitol Area, November 1989

Interim Report: Economic Development in Virginia, January 1990

Review of the Virginia Department of Workers’ Compensation, February 1990

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of Sheriffs, February 1990

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of Commonuwealth’s Attorneys,
March 1990

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of Clerks of Court, March 1990

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of Financial Officers, April 1990

Funding of Constitutional Officers, May 1990

Special Report: The Lonesome Pine Regional Library System, September 1990

Review of the Virginia Community College System, September 1990

Review of the Funding Formula for the Older Americans Act, November 1990

Follow-Up Review of Homes for Adults in Virginia, November 1990

Publication Practices of Virginia State Agencies, November 1990

Review of Economic Development in Virginia, January 1991

State Funding of the Regional Vocational Educational Centers in Virginia, January 1991

Interim Report: State and Federal Mandates on Local Governments and Their Fiscal Impact,
January 1991

Revenue Forecasting in the Executive Branch: Process and Models, January 1991

Proposal for a Revenue Stabilization Fund in Virginia, February 1991

Catalog of Virginia's Economic Development Organizations and Programs, February 1991

Review of Virginia’s Parole Process, July 1991

Compensation of General Registrars, July 1991

The Reorganization of the Department of Education, September 1991



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



